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Methodist Church, urging an early passage 
of Senate bill 860, to provide for the common · 
defense in relation to the sale of alcoholic 
liquors to the land and naval forces of the 
United States and to provide for .the sup
pression of vice in vicinity of military camps 
and naval establishments; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

2826. Also, petition of .25 residents of Slip
. pery Rock, Butler County, Pa., deploring the 
sale and gifts of liquors to our boys in camps 
and in the Army, respectfully urging that 
the Members of Congress do everything in 
their power to prohibit its use in the Army 
and Navy ar.d help honor mothers by assur
ing them that their boys· will not become 
drunkards while answering their country's 
call; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

2827. By Mr. LECOMPTE: Petition of sundry 
citizens of Seymour, Iowa, urging cooperation 
with the Federal authorities in tightening. 
law enforcement around military, naval , and 
other training camps and in joining a na-

-tional defense movement against prostitution 
and liquor; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

2828. Also, petition of sundry citizens of 
Allerton, Iowa, in the interest of preventing 
the sale or gift of intoxicating liquors, includ
ing peer, to soldiers and sailors in uniform; to 
bring about the discontinuance of the sale 
of beer in Government commissaries; to cre
ate dry zones around military and naval 
establishments; to set up dry zones around 
industrial establishments in which air-

. planes, ships, tanks, arms, · and equipment 
must be produced with the utmost precision 
and · speed ·for the support of the· armed 
forces; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

2829. Also, petition of sundry citizens of 
Eldon, Agency, and Ottumwa, Iowa, deploring 
the use of sugar in the making of alcohol to 
be placed near the ·Army and Navy camps of 
our boys in service; to the Committee on 

. Military Affairs. 
2830. Also, petition of sundry citizens of 

Mount Ayr, Iowa, in the interest of prevent
ing the sale or gift of intoxicating liquors, 
including beer, to soldiers and sailors in uni
form; to bring about the discontinuance of 
the sale of beer in Government commis
saries; to create dry zones around military 
and naval establishments; to set up dry zones 
around industrial establishments in. which 
airplanes, ships, tanks, arms, and equipment 
must be produced with the utmost precision 
and speed for the support of the armed forces; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

2831. By Mr. M~TIN of Iowa: Petition ·of 
Rev. Lester H . Bill, pastor of the Methodist 
Church, Crawfordsville, Iowa. and the people 
of the Methodist Church, urging the prohib
iting of liquor and prostitution around our 
Army and Navy camps and cantonments; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

~832 . By Mr. ROLPH: Resolution of the 
Motion Picture ProjectiolliSts of San Fran
cisco, supporting postal e~ployees bill (H. R. 
6486); to the Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Roads. 

2833. By Mr. WOLCOTT: Petition of 124 
citizens of St. Clair, Mich ., urging enactment 
of Senate bill 860; to the Committee on Mili
tary Affairs. 

2834. Also, petition of 64 citizen:; of Harbor 
Beach, Mich., urging enactment of Senate 
bill 860; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs . 

2835. Also, petition of 22 citizens of Bloom
field and vicinity, Huron County, Mich ., ex
pressing interest iii Senate bill 860 and urg
ing its enactment; to the Committee on Mili
tary Affairs . 

2836. Also, petition of 34 residents of San
dusky, Mich., urging the enactment of Sen
ate bill 860; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

2837 By the SPEAKER: Petition of W. G. 
Martin and J . Dale Curry, of Santa Ana, Calif., 
petitioning consideration of their resolution 
with reference to Senate bill 860, relative to 
the exploitation of the men in the United 

States Army and Navy; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. . 

2838. Also, petition of the American Le
giOl:i, Memphis Post, No. 1, of T~n!lessee, peti
tioning consideration of their resolut-ion -with 
reference to commissions in the armed 
forces; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
. 2839. Also, petition of the General Federa

tion of Women's Clubs, Washington, D. · C., 
petitioning consideration of their resolution 
with reference to appropriations for the 
Children's Bureau; to the Committee on Ap
propriations. 

2840. Also, .petition of the Pennsylvania 
Grocers Association, Philadelphia, Pa., peti

. tioning consideration of their resolution with 
reference to price control; to the Committee 
on Banking and · Currency. 

SENATE -
TuESDAY, MAY 19, 1942 

. <Legislative day of Friday, May 15, 1942) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Very Reverend A. J. Burggraf!, C. 
S. P., Ph. D., superior of St. Paul's Col
lege, Catholic University of America, of
fered the following prayer: . 

D~rect, 0 Lord, all our _actions by Thy 
gracious inspiration a11d further them by 
Thy continual help , that every word and 
work of ours may from Thee begin and 
through _ Thee be brought to a perfect 
ending. · 

0 God, to Thy almighty protection we 
commend our beloved country and par
ticularly the Memb2rs of this legislative 
body who bear the grave responsibility of 
our Government in this universal crisis. 
At a time when pagan ideals prevail in 
other lands may this assembly become 
the instrument of Thy peace and love by 
adherence to Christian principles, that 
all men created to Thine own image and 
likeness may come to realize their divine 
dignity and true glory. Through Jesus 
Christ our Saviour. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of the calen
dar day Monday, May 18, i942, was dis
pensed with, and the Journal was ap-

. proved. 
CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. HILL. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered . to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Andrews 
Austin 
Bailey 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Bilbo 
Bone 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Brown 
Bulow 
Bunker 
Burton 
Butler 
Byrd 
Capper 
Caraway 

Chavez 
Clark, Idaho 
Clark, Mo. 
Connally 
Danaher 
Doxey 
E~lender 
George 
Gerry 
Gillette 
Glass 
Green 
Gurney 
Hatch 
Hayden 
Hill 
Holman 
Hughes 
Johnson, Calif. 

Kilgore 
La Follette . 
Langer 
Lee 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McFarland 
McKellar 
McNary 
Maloney 
May bank 
Mead 
Millikin 
Murdock 
Norris 
Nye 
O'Danlel 
O'Mahoney 
Overton 

Pepper 
Radcliffe 
Reynolds 
Rosier 
Russell 
Schwartz 
Smathers 
Smith 

Spencer 
Stewart 
Taft 
Thomas, Okla. 
Tobey 
Truman 
Tunnell · 
Tydings 

Vandenberg 
VanNuys 
Wagner 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
White 
Wiley 
Willis 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena
tor from Kentucky [Mr. CHANDLER], the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. GuF
FEY], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HER
RING], the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MURRAY], the Senator from Utah [Mr • . 
THOMAS], and the Senator from Wash
ington [Mr. WALLGREN] are necessarily 
absent from the Senate. 

The Senator from California [Mr. 
DowNEY] is detained on official business 
in his State. · 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoHN
soN] has been called out of the city on 
important_ public business. 

Mr. AUSTIN . .The Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. BARBOUR] is absent because 
of illness. 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BRIDGES] is absent as a result of. an in
jury and illness. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
DAvis] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Massachuse-tts [Mr . 
LoDGE], -the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 

· REED], the Senator f:t;o_m Idaho [Mr. 
THOMAS], and the Senator from Minne
sota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD] are necessarily ab
sent. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-one 
Senators have answered to their names. 
A quorum is present . 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Petitions, etc., were presented and re
ferred as indicated: 

By Mr. AUSTIN: 
The petition of Mark Sumner and sundry 

other citizens of Randolph, Vt., praying for 
the prompt enactment of the bill (S. 860) to 
provide for the common defense in relation 
to the sa1e of alcoholic liquors to the me-mbers 
of the land and naval forces of the United 
States and to provide for the suppression of 
vice in the vicinity of military camps and 
naval establishments; ordered to lie on the 
table. 

By Mr. CAPPER: 
Petitions, numerously signed, of sundry 

citizens of Beloit and Bunker Hill, Kan$., 
praying for the enactment of the bill 'S . 860) 
to provide for the common defense in rela
tion to the sale of alcoholic liquors to the 
members of the land and naval forces of the 
United States and to prpvide for the suppres
sion of vice in the vicinity of miiitary camps 
and naval establishments; ordered to lie on 
the table. 

APPROPRIATION FOR HOUSING IN THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA-PETITION 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
consent to file with the Senate and have 
referred to the Committee on Appropria
tions a petition which has been handed 
to me today by a delegation of war work
ers in the District of Columbia, signed by 
10,000 employees of the Government who 
are here engaged in war work in the va
rious departments. They are petitioning 
Congress for the appropriation of the 
$50,000,000 recommended by the Presi
dent and the Budget for housing in the 
District of Columl:lia for the benefit of 

_war workers who have been brought here 
in this emergency. 
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This petition was presented to me to

day by a group of very intelligent young 
people who are .in the Government serv
ice. They could have gotten many more 
signatures to the petition if they had 
thought it necessary, but there are 10,000 
names signed to the petition, all of them 

_ of war workers. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob

jection, the -petition presented by the 
Senator from Kent~cky will be received 
and referred to the Committee on Ap':' 
propriations. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I wish 
to say to the Senator from Kentucky that 
the Committee on Appropriations this 
morning recommended to the Senate an 
increase in the appropriation for housing 
for these workers to $25,500,000, which 
represents an increase of $i3,500,000 over 
the appropriation of $12,000,000 made by 
the House. 

In the second item relating to this 
matter, a $20,000,000 Budget estimate, the 
House allowed $17,500,000, and that 
amount was approved by the Senate com
mittee. The report will be handed in this 
morning. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate this ac
tion, and the increase over the House pro
vision is gratifying. Y:et that is about 
$8,000,000 short of what the President 
recommended. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is short by about 
that sum. 
PROHIBITION OF LIQUOR SALES AROUND 

MILITARY CAMPS-MEMORIAL 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to present a 
memorial signed by 3,249 persons in the 
State of Wisconsin remonstrating against 
the enactment of Senate bill 860 and 
House bill 4000. I ask that the heading 
or body of the memorial be printed in 
the RECORD, and that the memorial be 
appropriately referred. 

There being no objection, the memo
rial was ordered to lie on the table and 
the body thereof to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
To the Congress of the United States: 

Whereas certain bills (notably S. 860 and 
H. R. 4000) have been introduced into Con
gress "To provide for the common defense 
in relation to the sale of alcoholic liquors 
to members of the land and naval forces of 
the United States and to provide for the 
suppression of vice in the vicinity of mili
tary camps and naval establishments; ;• and 

Whereas military authorities now posseEs 
all necessary power to control the sale of 
alcoholic beverages to members of the land 
and naval forces; and 

Whereas certain sections of these bills are, 
we believe, unconstitutional; and 

Whereas the control of alcoholic beverages 
and the control of prostitution are unrelated, 
and therefore ought not to be combined in 
one piece of legislation; 

Whereas we believe the enactment of these 
bills into law would establish an unwise and 
d angerous precedent, and would be opposed 
to the general welfare of citizens of the sev
eral States and obstructive to the common 
defense of the United States: 

We, the undersigned, citizens of Wisconsin, 
respectfully request that these bills be re
ported unfavorably. 

PROHIBITION OF LIQUOR SALES AND SUP
PRESSION OF VICE AROUND MILITARY 
CAMPS 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, I 
have received a letter from the pastors 

of three churches in Clarksville, Va., in 
reference to legislation dealing with the 
traffic in liquor and vice i~ the immedjate 
vicinity of military camps. In accord
ance with their request, I ask unanimous 
consent that the letter be printed in the 
.RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CLARKSVILLE, VA., May 5, 1942. 
Hon. ROBERT R. REYNOLDS, 

Chairman, Senate Military 
Affairs Committee, 

Senate Building, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR REYNOLDS: We are writing 

you at the request of the congregation as
sembled at the Baptist Church, Clarksville, 
Va., on April 26, 1942. We are writing you 
not personally, but officially as the chair
man of the Sehate Military Affairs Com
mittee. 

The congregation assembled voted · to re
quest the Congress of the United States to 
pass Senate bill 860 (commonly known as 
the Sheppard bill), or similar protective leg
islation for our armed forces against the 
liquor and vice traffics similar to that enacted 
by Congress in 1917. The congregation also 
requested that you read this action on the 
floor of the Senate and have it incorporated 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Yours sincerely, 
WM. J. CRAIN, 

Pastor, Baptist Church, 
FOREST H. MEAD, 

Pastar, Methodist Church, 
F . M. ALLEN, 

Pastor, .Presbyterian Church. 
(All of Clarksville, Va.) 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. BANKHEAD, from the Committee 
on Banking and Currency: 

, S. 2508. A bill to amend the Federal Farm 
Loan Act, as amended; to amend the Emer
gency Farm Mortgage Act of 1933 . as amend
ed; to amend the Federal Farm Mortgage 
Corporation Act. as amended; and for other 
purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 1353) . 

By Mr. McFARLAND, from the Committee 
on Indian Affairs: 

S. 2369. A bill for the acquisition of Indian 
lands required in connection with the con
struction, operation, and maintenance of 
electric transmission lines and other works, 
Parker Dam power project, Arizona-Califor
nia; without amendment (Rept. No. 1354). 

By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, from the 
Committee on Indian Affairs: 

H. R. 4533. An act to provide for the dis
position of trust or restricted estat~s of 
Indians dying intestate without heirs; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 1355); and 

H. R. 5484. An act for the relief of the 
Tlingit and Haida Indians of Alaska; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1356). 

By Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on 
Naval Affairs: 

S. 2526. A bill to amend section 1 of the act 
entitled "An act to authorize the Philadel
phia, Baltimore & Washington Railroad. Co. 
to extend its present track connection with 
the United States navy yard so as to provide 
adequate railroad facilities in connection 
with the development of Buzzards Point as 
an industrial area in the District of Columbia, 
and for other purposes," approved June 18, 
1932 (47 Stat. 322), as amended by the act 
approved June 20, 1939 (53 Stat. 849); with- . 
out amendment (Rept No 1357) 

By Mr McKELLAR, from the Committee on 
Appropriations: 

H. J. Res. 308. Joint resolution making ap
propriations to provide war housing and 
war public works in and near the District 
of Columbia; with amendments (Rept. No. 
1358). 

AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL SERVICE LIFE 
INSURANCE ACT--CHANGE OF REFER
ENCE 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, yester
day the Vice President laid before the 
Senate a letter from the Administrator 
of Veteians' Affairs, transmitting a draft 
of proposed legislation to amend subsec
tion (3) of section 602 (d) of the Na
tional Service Life Insurance Act, as 
amended. By inadvertence the recom
mendation of the Veterans' Administra
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. The National Service 
Life · Insurance Act originated, respec
tively, in the Ways and Means Commit
tee of the House of Representatives and 
the Flnance Committee of the Senate, 

· and the letter laid before the Senate yes
terday relating to it should be referred 
to the Committee on Finance. I there
fore ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on Military Affairs be dis
charged from the further consideration 
of the letter, and that it be referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
seconc;l time, and referred as follows: 

By Mrs. CARAWAY: 
S. 2541. A bill to incorporate ihe United 

States Army Mothers; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TYDINGS: 
S. 2542. A bill for the relief of Samuel 

Jacobs, Bertha Jacobs, and Harry Jacobs; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. GEORGE: 
S._2543. A bill to amend subsection (3) of 

sectwn 602 (d) of the National Service Life 
Insurance Act, as amended, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

PAY OF SOLDIERS 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, in today's 
Washington Post there appears a very 
good editorial on soldiers' pay, which 
seems appropriate at this time. It reads 
as follows: 

SOLDIERS' PAY 
We cannot possibly compensate the men in 

uniform for the type of service they are ren
dering. The simple fact is that few of the 
soldiers in our Army could be hired on a dol
·lars-and-cents basis to shoulder a gun and go 
off to foreign lands to endure the terror of a 
blitzkrieg. They accept this responsibility for 
one reason only: their fighting strength is 
necessary to preserve the civilization of which 
they are a part. So, in large measure their 
compensation will be the blessings of peace 
and freedom which must be regained once 
more on the battlefield. 

With this principle firmly established, 
however. rates of pay in the services ought to 
be adjusted to present-day realities. Prices 
have risen substantially since Congress last 
fixed the rates of pay for soldiers and sailors. 
Since the man in the ranks is provided with 
food, clothing, and shelter, he may in part 
escape the effect of rising prices. But a Gov
ernment which has permitted substantial 
wage increases for workers who are not risk
ing death for their country certainly cannot 
object to a reasonable increase in the pay of 
men at the front. · 

On the whole, the Senate bill providing a 
base pay of $42 for Army and Marine Corps 
privates and Navy and Coast Guard appren
tice seamen seems to be preferable to the 
House bill raising this figure to · $50. Con
gress would do well to remember that it must -
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still deal with the problem of aiding de
pendents of soldiers who have no other 
means of support. And the necessity of curb
ing inflation enters into every question of 
putting more dollars into the hands of con
sumers. Regarded from the viewpoint of the 
soldier, $50 a month is certainly not over
generous. If Congress decides to go that far, 
however, i,t should resolve at the same time 
to reach a little deeper into the pockets of 
workers in civilian life to counteract the in
flationary influence of so sharp an adjust
ment in service pay. 

Mr. President, the Senate will soon be 
faced with the alternative of accepting 
the House action or sustaining our own, 
which provides for $42 a month, the 
House having voted $50 a month. It 

*Seems to me a good solution would be for 
the Senate to accept the House provision 
of $50 a month and make the additional 
pay of $8 a month payable to the soldier 
in the form of a war bond, which would 
certainly nvt . add to the argument that 
it would increase infiation in the country. 
It would also provide an after-war sol
dier bonus. which would absorb some of 
the after-war depression. It seems to me 
that would be a wise solution of the pay 
problem at this time. 
MINUTE MEN OF FREEDOM-ADDRESS BY 

SENATOR WILEY 

[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to 
nave printed in the ~ECORD an address deliv
ered by him before the Wisconsin and Upper 
Michigan Peninsula Youth Conference of the 
Salvation Army at Milwaukee, Wis., May 16, 
1942, which appears in the Appendix.] 

BUILDING FOR FREEDOM AND SECURITY-
ADDRESS BY SENATOR WILEY 

[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD an address deliv
ered by him before the Upper Mississippi Val
ley Safety Conference on May 14, 1942, at 
Chippewa Falls, Wis., ,which appears in the 
Appendix.) 

VICTORY TEROUGH UNITY-STATEMENT 
BY SENATOR BURTON 

[Mr. BURTON asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD a statement made 
by him before the Council Against Intolerance 
in America at Cleveland, Ohio, May 16, 1942, 
which appears in the Appendix.) 

APPRECIATION OF SENATOR BARKLEY-
EDITORIAL FROM THE KENTUCKY 
POST 

[Mr. SMATHERS asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD an editorial 
from the Kentucky Post of Cincinnati, Ohio, 
in commendation of Senator BARKLEY, which 
appears in the Appendix.) 

COMMENDATION OF CONGRESS BY 
FULTON LEWIS, JR. 

[Mr. BILBO asked and obtained leave to 
ha,ve printed in the RECORD an excerpt from 
the br.oadcast of Fulton Lewis, Jr., on Friday, 
May 15, 1942, which appears in the Appendix.) 

LIVING OFF THE FAT-EDITORIAL FROM 
CHICAGO TRIBUNE 

(Mr. HOLMAN asked and obtained lea:ve to 
have printed in the RECORD an editorial from 
the Chicago Tribune of May 11, 1942, entitled 
"Living Off the Fat," which :>ppears in the 
Appendix.) 

AGRICULTURAL DEPARTMENT 
APPROPRIATIONS 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 6709) making appro

. priations for the Department of Agricul
ture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1943, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the first committee amendment 
passed over. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 80, line 15, 
after the word "the", it is proposed to 
strike out "provisions of this act" and 
insert "foregoing proviso." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, we now 
approach the amendment on page 80 of 
the bill, which relates to the disposition 
of the surplus commodities which are un
der the control or ,ownership of the Com
modity Credit Corporation. All the · 
amendments in this provision are neces
sary to effectuate the purpose which the 
committee has· in mind. I do not think 
there could be any possible objection to 
combining the amendments and voting 
upon them all at one time, rather than 
having separate votes, because each of 
them will stand or fall by the action taken 
by the Senate on the others. I there
fore ask unanimous consent that we may 
vote on t.he amendments en bloc. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the request of the Senator from 
Georgia? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I move 
to amend the committee amendment 
commencing in line 23, page 80, by add
ing the following proviso: "Provided fur
ther, That no grain shall be sold for feed 
at a price less than 85 percent of the 
parity price of corn at the time such sale 
is made." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator propose that as a committee 
amendment? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I have conferred with 
all t:Q..e members of the subcommittee, 
with one or two exceptions; I was· unable 
to see them all.· The committee report 
stated that what is proposed in the 
amendment to· the amendment was to 
be the effect · of the action of the com
mittee, and the language I now propose 
merely expresses in the bill the under
standing the committee had with the 
Commodity Credit Corporation as to the 
disposal of these commodities. 

The ·VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
may understand, therefore, that the 
amendment is offered as a committee 
amendment? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not like to offer 
it as a committee amendment when I 
have not consulted all the members of 
the committee, but I may say that it has 
been approved by a majority of the mem
bers of the committee. It is an amend
ment to a committee amendment, and I 
think it is therefore in order under the 
rules. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The com
mittee amendment is open to amend
ment. 

Mr. M·cNARY. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. McNARY. Is the word "grain" 

used in the amendment? · 
Mr. RUSSELL. The word "grain" is 

used in the amendment. 
Mr. McNARY. That would include 

corn, wheat, oats, rye, and. barley . 
Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator is cor

rect. 

Mr. McNARY. At one time a question · 
was raised in the committee, as I recall, 
that corn probably would not come un
der the term "grain"; but it is ·a term 
which is broad enough to include corn. 
That should satisf..y those interested in 
the production of corn that this amend
ment places a floor under corn at 85 
percent of parity. 

Mr. RUSSELL. There could be no 
question as to that. Corn is defined as 
grain in the original Agricultural Adjust
ment Act. 

The pending amendment and the pro
posed amendment thereto presented the 
most difficult question which the sub
committee was compelled to handle in 
dealing with this problem. It was par
ticularly embarrassing to those of us who 
do not come from States which are in 
the commercial corn area, or States 
which do not produce considerable quan
tities of wheat for sale. 

A number of conferences were had with 
practically all the Senators who repre
sent States which are primarily agricul
tural States. A conference was called by 
the distinguished Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. BANKHEAD], who has been generally 
recognized as one of the great leaders in 
this body of those who are particularly 
interested in agriculture and the welfare 
of the farmer. Every effort has been 
made to work out an agreement or com
promise which would be acceptable to all 
those whose constituencies are greatly 
affected by the action the Senate may 
take on this amendment. I regret very 
much that it has been impossible to come 
to a complete agreement or meeting of 
minds of all those who have a primary 
interest in this proposition, and it will 
therefore be necessary for the Senate to 
pass upon and decide the course to be 
pursued. 

Mr. President, .I shall now briefly out
line some of the facts which were brought 
to the attention of the committee in its 
consideration of this question, as well as 
the effect which the language proposed 
by the committee will have. As pointed 
out by the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
McNARY], the effect of the committee's 
amendment is to permit the sale of 
surplus corn and wheat for feeding pur
poses at a price not below 85 percent of 
the parity price of corn at the time the 
sale is made. It does not permit the sale 
of corn for any purpose other than feed
ing at below full 100 percent of corn 
parity. It may be said, however, that 
that pertains or relates only to the very 
small portion of the corn which is pur
chased in the United States.. Approxi
mately 90 percent of all the corn pro
duced in this country is used for feed, 
and 75 percent of it is fed on the farm 
where the corn is grown. The amend
ment would not permit the sale of wheat 
for flour at a price· below 100 percent of 
wheat parity, but would permit the sale 
of not exceeding 125,000,000 bushels of 
wheat at a price not below 85 percent of 
corn parity. 

Mr. President, I will be frank and say 
that this proposal deviates in degree 
from the provisions of the bill which the 
Senate enacted s.ome time ago, known 
as the Bankhead-Gillette-Thomas-Rus
sell bill, which prohibited the sale of 
any of these farm products at below 100 
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percent of parity, but eonditions have 
arisen and facts have b~en submitted 
since the consideration of that bill which 
have prompted me, and I am sure other 
members of the Senate, to view this 
matter in a slightly different light. We 
are confronted today with the greatest 
surplus of wheat that has ever been 
known in all our history. It is estimated 
that the carry-over of old wheat on June 
30 will be over 630,000,000 bushels. In 
other words, the carry-over of wheat will 
amount almost to a full year's consump
tion of wheat within the United States. 
The crop of wheat now in prospect is un
usually good~ and, it is estimated, wlll 
yield approximately 800,000,000 bushels 
or more. That will give us in this coun
try a total supply of wheat sufficient to 
meet an our domestic needs, as well as 
for the export of the same quantity of 
wheat that is exported in normal times, 
for more than 2 years. That wheat will 
be on hand. I hope Senators will bear 
that in mind, that there will be in this 
country a supply of wheat · exceeding 2 
years' normal requirements for domestic 
use and export, as the result of the crop 
which will be harvested this year. 

Mr. President, the bald fact is that 
there is not any place in this country in 
which to store this amount of wheat. 
Production and carry-over are so great 
that all the elevators, the bins on the 
farm, all storage facilities available, are 
full today, and it will be necessary to 
leave a considerable amount of this 
wheat in the fields if some method can
not be found to dispose of it. 

In. normal times we may be able to pre
serve the principle of full 100-percent 
parity in the market place, and see mil
lions of bushels of wheat go to waste in 
the fields, but in these abnormal times, 
in these times when we are proposing to 
be the granary of the world, when we are 
told that the country which has the sur
plus foodstuffs will be able to write the 
terms of the peace which will come after 
this awful war in which we are now en
gaged, it certainly seems to me that we 
cannot justify the economic loss and 
waste of perhaps 100,000,000 bushels of 
wheat if any possible way can be found 
to preserve it or t6 translate it into food
stuffs. 

The Department of Agriculture has 
called upon the farmers for a tremendous 
increase in the production of pork and 
pork products, of dairy products, of poul
try products, as well as of beef cattle. As 
I stated on the :floor of the Senate the 
other day, in response to that call, and 
showing the patriotism of the farmers, 
there are 10,000,000 more hogs in this 
country today than there have ever been 
before. The average hog which is being 
marketed is larger and heavier than ever 
before. But even wjth the increase in 
pork production, with the increased pro
duction of vegetable oils which will re
sult from acreage which will be devoted 
to peanuts and to soybeans, the country 
will face a very critical situation with 
respect to fats and oils if the war lasts 
for the next 2 years. Our source of sup
ply of over 1,000,000,000 pounds of vege
table oil from the Orient has been cut 
off by the march of the Japanese Em
pire. The supply of oils. affecting not 

only the diet of the American people, but 
the production of soap and of many ab
solute essentials for waging war, is a 
matter which is causing very grave con
cern in Government circles today. 
Therefore, the Department of Agricul
ture is naturally interested in seeing that 
nothing is done which is likely to reduce 
the production of pork and squeezing out 
the hundreds of marginal pork producers 
who are able to produce pork at present
day prices of feed, and with the present 
price ceiling, but who would be elimi
nated if the price of feed were changed. 

Mr. President, I wish to make another 
thing perfectly clear. While this amend
ment does present an abandonment of 
the parity concept in the market place 
as provided in the legislation enacted 
earlier this year, it does not represent an 
abandonment of the parity principle, be
cause under the terms of this measure 

· the corn farmer who sells his corn for 85 
percent of parity ·will receive from the 
Federal Treasury a parity payment of 15 
percent, and . the corn farmer's income 
will not . be diminished in any degree by 
virtue of the adoption of the amendment. 
It cannot result in any injury to him in 
the matter of income, because he will be 
paid from the Treasury a subsidy which 
will be sufficient to enable him to receive 
100 percent of parity, and the only dif
ference that is involved between the 
amendment and the principle which is 
represented by those who oppose it is as 
to where the corn farmer shall receive 
his income. If the amendment is de
feated, he will receive his income in the· 
market place for the sale of his product. 
That will result, we were told by the wit
nesses who came before us from the De
partment of Agriculture, in putting up 
feed prices to such a high level that it 
will have a very drastic effect on the pro
gram of increased production, and will 
not enable the Department to reach its 
goals. If the committee amendment i& 
adopted, the prices of these grains for 
feed purposes only will be held at 85 per
cent of parity, and the corn farmer will 
receive a parity payment equivalent to 
15 percent from the Federal Treasury. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Is it also not a 

fact that the relationship, or the ratio, 
as it is sometimes called, between the 
various segments of the agricultural in
dustry that are producing or purchasing 
corn for feed, is out of line? In other 
worQ.s, the ratio for feeding hogs, let us 
say, is about 12, as I understand. 

Mr. RUSSELL. That is the normal. 
Today it is about 15. The Department is 
trying to keep it up as high as possible. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It is about 15 to
day, whereas for dairy products, for ex
ample, it is about 24, when it should be 30. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from 
Wisconsin is correct. The same thing is 
true with respect to beef. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Yes. I certainly 
should not want to see any injustice done 
to the corn producers, but on the other 
hand, it seems to me that there should 
not be such an adamant adherence to a 
principle as to work an injury to certain 
portions of the food-for-victory pro-

gram. It is partly this ratio, partly the 
lack of available labor, which is caus
ing the dairy industry to fail to achieve 
the goal set out for it in the food-for
victory program. It has attained only 
about one-half of the increase which 
was set for it. I wish to repeat what I 
said before the committee, if the Senator 
from Georgia will bear with me, that 
that is not due to any lack of patriotism 
on the part of the dairy farmers. They 
are as anxious to reach these goals as 
are any other farmers. But if we dis
advantage them by this ratio situation, 
and do not do something to relieve the 
labor problem, then we cannot blame the 
farmers for their inability to attain the 
goal they have been asked to reach. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from 
Wisconsin has well stated one of the ar
guments which moved the committee to 
make this recommendation. Of course, 
if we permit the price of feed to increase 
and still further squeeze the farmers who 
produce beef or dairy products or pork, 
against the price ceilings which have been 
imposed, we will squeeze out many farm
ers, and thereby greatly reduce the pro
duction of these essential foodstuffs. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. On page 77 is the provi

sion authorizing the Secretary to make 
full parity payments, which I understand 
applies to the 1942 crop. Gan the Sen
ator give us any estimate of what the ad
ditional appropriation for parity pay
ments would be if the price of corn were 
held down, say, to 75 cents instead of 90 
cents? Also, has any additional esti
mate been made for parity payments on 
wheat? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, as I 
stated yesterday, it would be a rank 
guess for anyone to undertake to predict 
the course of markets in such a time of 
economic upset. If corn . should stay 
strictly at 85 percent of parity, and 
should not rise above it, my recollection 
is that the corn farmers would receive 
approximately $65,000,000 in parity pay
ments to make up the difference between 
85 percent of parity and 100 percent of 
parity. I do not have the figures before 
me, but I have them among my papers, 
and I shall be glad to get them during 
the course of my remarks. . Despite the 
fact that wheat might sell for 85 percent 
of parity, the demand for corn might be
come so great that the market price of 
corn might be 95 percent of parity, and in 
that event the parity payments would 
be small. 

Mr. TAFT. Will there also be a large 
parity payment for wheat? There is a 
much larger percentage of wheat sold, 
and I do not suppose it will be sold at 
anything like parity: 

Mr. RUSSELL. I would not under
take to predict the course of the wheat 
market any more than I would that of 
the corn market; but present indications 
are that, without regard to the action 
taken on this amendment, with the pres
ent tremendous production of wheat this 
year, wheat will sell at· considerably be
low parity. However, the Senator from 
Ohio must bear in mind that under the 
85-percent loan any farmer who is pro- . 
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ducing a basic commodity is entitled to 
take it to the Commodity Credit Corpo
ration and obtain a loan of 85 percent 
of parity. So in no event could the 
parity payments amount to more than 
15 percent of the parity price, whatever 
it might be, for .the particular commod
ity. As everyone knows, the parity price 
of wheat is considerably more than the 
parity price of corn. The parity price 
of wheat is about $1.355 a bushel, where
as the parity price of corn is about 97 
cents a bushel. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? · 
· Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. LUCAS. The observation which 
the Senator made with respect to the 
wheat farmer being able to obtain 85 
percent of parity under the loan program 
suggests to my mind this consideration: 
As I understand, the warehouses and bins 
of the country are now full to overflow
ing. I wonder what the wheat farmer is 
to do with the crop which is coming on, 
so far as attempting to obtain a loan on 
it is concerned, if he cannot store it any
where. That seems to be one of the . 
great problems. I wonder if the Senator 
has anything to· say about that. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from 
nlinois submits a question which is a very 
persuasive argument in favor of the 
amendment. I stated earlier in my re
marks that no public storage facilities 
are available today. Under the loan reg
ulations of the Commodity Credit Corpo
ration, I believe that the wheat farmer 
and the corn farmer are the only pro
ducers of basic commodities who are per
mitted to store on the farms. However, 
such a situation prevails that the wheat 
farmer cannot obtain priorities on mate
rial which would enable him to build. 
storage bins. For that reason, the com
mittee, in attempting to protect the in-

. terests of all concerned, has brought in a 
·provision to dispose of 125,000,000 bushels 
of wheat, making room for the new crop, 
to enable the wheat farmers to obtain the 
benefit of the loan. . 
. Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? - · 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. If I correctly understand 

the situation as it _exists today with re
spect to the wheat which is fn · storage, 
if this amendment should become law, 
with the wheat crop which is now com- · 
ing on, certainly there W()Uld pe. a sui~ 
plus of wheat in corn commu~it~es, so 

·far as feeding is conce·rned; ancfit seems . 
to me that, as a result of the surplus 
wheat, corn would never have an oppor- . 

· tunity to reach · parity; · I doubt if it · 
would reach even 85 percent of parity. ' 

' We all. know that the 'bins and ware- I 
-houses oL the country, are full to over- . 
flowing .with wheat which is now in star- , 
age. If this amendment should. become . 
law, it would mean. that surplu§ wheat 
would be dumped into the corn districts. 

Probably cattle and hogs constitute the 
greatest reservoir for -feedstuffs. Hogs ' 
will eat wheat. I doubt if wheat is as 

. good as corn for fattening hogs, but it 'is 
almost as good, and hogs~ will eat it. The 
wheat must go somewhere. It will be 
going into the Corn Belt, where there are 

many hogs and cattle. Considerable 
wheat is raised in my section of the · 
country, but I cannot see · any hope for 
corn if this amendme.nt should become 
law. I do not think corn would reach 
even 85 percent of parity once the sur
plus wheat crop started pouring into the 
Corn Belt. I think we are penalizing the 
corn fa,_rmer for the benefit of the wheat 
farmer. I appreciate that it is a very 
difficult problem to work out. I want to 
see the. wheat farmer obtain what he is 
entitled to, but I do not like to see the 
corn farmer penalized. He seems to be 
the only one who would be penalized 'if 
the amendment should become law. 

I do not think there can be any argu
ment against the proposition that the 
corn producer would suffer as a result 
of this amendment · if we should permit 
the Commodity Credit Corporation to 

. dump all the surplus wheat it could dump 
into the corn and hog area when no other 
market can be found for it. I m'ake that 
observation in passing, because it seems 
to me to be pertinent. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, there 
are two ways of viewing this question. 
The corn farmer may suffer some reduc
tion below 85 percent of parity, but it 
occurs to me that in an area where 
both wheat and corn are produced, this 
amendment would be a protection to the 
corn farmer. I say that because if the 
wheat farmer cannot dispose of his wheat 
in the loan because of lack of storage · 
facilities, he will not stand by and see it 
rot on the ground. He will put it on the 
market, if necessary at 40 cents a bushel 
in order to realize something on it, and 
it will come into competition with other 
grains used for feed. Such a condition 
might have a much more disastrous ef
fect on the corn market than disposing 
of it through the regular channels. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation 
assures us that it is endeavoring to dis
pose of wheat for feed. Today wheat is 
being sold in areas where no c'onsiderable 
amount of grain for feed is produced. 
Up to the present time the wheat which 
has been sold · for fee~ng has been 
shipped largely into · the New England ' 
States, and it has been disposed of to the 
dairy industry. 
· I confess that it is impossible to put one 

grain in competition with another for 
. feed · without .affecting both of them to 
a certain degree; but if it were done in~ 
telligently, and :if the wheat were shipped 
into areas where there Wl;l.S_ n"o corn, tpe : 
adverse effect on the corn market would 
ce:dainly be less. than would be the case 
if wheat were dumped .wherever it hap-
-Pened to:be produced. . . , _ 
· - Mr:· CLARK . of. Missouri; ·- Mr. ~ Prest- ! 

dent~ will the Senator yield? · · · · -
· Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
: · Mr. CLARK . of Missouri. · I appre- . 
ciate the industry and devotion with 
which the Senator .. from . Georgia ·has 
worked on· this bill. Such industry and 
devotion always characterize his work 
on the agricultural appropriation bill. 
Let me ask the Senator from Georgia if it 
is not a fact that breaking the prices of 

.agricult:ural .. commodities is -the end in . 
itself, rather than an incident . in the 
disposal of surpluses? Is it ~ot a fact 

that all the surplus grain now held ur 
likely to be held by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation could be effectively utilized 
'in the manufacture of alcoho.l, for ex
ample, to relieve the sugar shortage? 
Could it not be used in the manufacture 
of rubber? As I understand, the testi
mony before the subcommittee headed 
by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL
LETTE], completely demonstrates the fact 
that all the surplus could be immediately 
used in the manufacture of synthetic 
rubber. We all know that it could be 
made into alcohol, which could be just as 
eft:ectively used in the manufacture of 
munitions as alcohol made from sugar. 
Therefore I repeat the question. Does it 
not appear that the use of surpluses to 
overhang and depress the market at any 
time when that is deemed desirable in the 
opinion of some bureaucrat is the end 
and not the means in disposing of the 
surpluses? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I cannot agree with 
that statement. As I have stated, I am 
trying to be as frank as possible, because 
I am representing the committee in pre
senting this amendment. I do not think 
that would necessarily be the effect. If 
the Senator from Missouri has any hope 
that any considerable part of the surplus 
of wheat can be utilized this year in the 
production of rubber, it is based on 
knowledge of facilities which the com
mittee could not find. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. It could be 
utilized instead of sugar in the manufac
ture of alcohol, could it not? 

Mr. RUSSELL. It could be. 
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. So far as I 

know, that statement has never been 
contradicted to this goo~ day. 

Mr. RUSSELL. It certainly has not; 
and I do not contradict it now. How
ever, I say that the amount which might 
·be used in the production of alcohol is 
not appreciable when we consider a sur-

. plus of ·1,500,000,000 bushels of ·wheat. 
One hundred million bushels of ·wheat 
would make an enormous quantity of 
alcohol. 

There are no factories today to trans
form wheat· into rubber.; and by the time 
we could get factories operating to ma~e 
rubber out of wheat we should have suf
fered a tremendous economic loss in 
wheat which would go to waste in the 
fields. I do not know of any method of 
producing r\lbber which would enable us 
.to use rotten wheat which :has been in 
. the tiel~ .fQr a year. 'fod;tY YJ.e axe con~ 
fronted _by · a ~r,eal conditio!), an_d J].ot a 
theory _or a long-range p_rogra_m. - Th.e 
prqblem bef:ore us is to try to saye 100,.
·0Q.{},f)OO. pr- 125,000,000: bushels of. wheat : . 
which, .accordipg to ,the' ev-idence -· pre-- _ 

' seflted to us~ : i15 likelY to be a to.tal _e.co
noniic loss. to the country J! some metho:d 
of disposal cannot b~ found. .. , _ . 
. WeJcannot wait -here until we Can .ob

tain priorities on ·steel for the building 
of ·factories inc whi~h this· wheat or .this 
corn may be used in the productiop· of 
rubber. If we do, we shall lose this year's 
cr.op and t_his year's carry-over, .both of 
which we are _trying to conser.ve. . . ~. . __ 
. I .may say t:P,at no' :).\1ember of the Sen,- · 

.ate is stronger than is the Senator from . 
Georgia in advocacy of the utilization for 
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the manufacture of alcohol as well as the 
manufacture of rubber of every bushel 
of corn and every bushel of wheat which 
can possibly be devoted to those purposes: 
I think that some persons have been 
derelict in their duty. I have not been 
able to study the situation with sufficient 
care to be able to put my finger on the 
weak point; but certainly there has been 
a weak point somewhere in this program, 
inasmuch as we have not already utilized 
our surplus grain in the production of 
alcohol. Apparently we are faced with 
a sugar shortage in this cou_ntry, and a 
program of rationing sugar, which cq_uld 
have been averted if someone had de
voted grain, rather than sugar, to. the 
production of alcohol; but I do not think 
that argument is particularly conclusive 
on this amendment which, of course, 
would be in effect for only 1 year, and re
lates to only 125,000,000 bushels of wheat 
which cannot be utilized for the produc
tion of rubber or alcohol at the present 
time. 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SPENCER in the chair) . Does the Sena
tor from Georgia yield to the Sznator 
from Mississippi? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. BILBO. I was struck with the 

Senator's statement that with the close 
of this year's crop harvest we would have 
enough on hand in this country to meet 
the country's domestic requirements and 
the demands for export purposes for 2 
years. Just what percentage of the nor
mal crop of wheat will be absorbed by 
the lend-lease program? There will not 
be enough wheat to feed the whole world. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Very little of this 
wheat wm be absorbed by the lend-lease 
program. There is a very substantial 
reason for that. Our neighbor to the 
north, Canada, which is a part of the 
British Empire, averages a greater sur
plus than we have in this country; and, 
naturally, if a dominion of the British 
Empire can supply the wheat, we should 
not be likely to put it into the lend-lease 
program, nor would .the British wish to 
receive it under the lend-lease program. 

The only wheat which is being ex
ported today is that which is being 
shipped to Russia, and that is very 
limited in amount. Some Russian ships 
have been loaded on the west coast and 
have taken their wheat directly to Vladt
vostok. Of course, we cannot ship there, 
because our ships would have to go 
through the Japanese-controlled waters; 
but Russia is still nominally at peace with 
Japan, and can ship directly from the 
·west coast to the Siberian coast. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. While we are on 

that subject, it may be well to remind 
the Senator that another possession of 
England-Australia-which is always one 
of the largest exporters of wheat, has 
surP.luses comparable to our present sur
plus; and Argentina, the next largest 
exporter of wheat, 'is in a similar situ
ation. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Not only does Aus
tl·alia have a surplus, but in South Amer-

ica, as well, there are tremendous quan
tities of wheat. This war has, of course, 
stopped all the normal channels of trans
portation, and has prevented the ship
ment of wheat from the countries which 
ordinarily have a surplus, to those which 
ordinarily have a deficiency of wheat. 
Such a condition is not one which is 
limited to America alone. Canada has 
an enormous surplus-sufficient, as I un
derstand, to feed the people of the British 
Isles for almost 2 years. Argentina has 
a great surplus. Argentina does not even 
have an 85-percent parity level; and any 
wheat available for purchase for export 
and shipment abroad could probably be 
bought today in Argentina at prices 
which would be ridiculously low even con
sidering the 85-percent-of-parity level in 
the United States. 

Mr. BILBO and Mr. BROOKS ad
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Georgia yield, and if 
so, to whom? 

. Mr. RUSSELL. I yield first to the 
Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. BILBO. Let me ask the Senator 
where the 420,000,000 people of Europe 
and the Balkan States are getting their 
wheat? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I regret that news 
from Germany and the occupied coun
tries is very scarce; but I have been led 
to believe that the unfortunate people 
who have come under the unholy d:lm
ination of the Fascist states are being 
denied almost the necessities of life, 
and have practically nothing whatever 
in the way of foodstuffs, or· a mere pit
tance, scarcely sufficient to hold hody 
and soul together. 

I yield now to the Senator from Illi
nois. 
Mr~ BROOKS. Mr. President, I ap

preciate very sincerely the difficulty 
which has been presented by the surplus 
of wheat and the lac:.: of further storage 
facilities; but I shall vote against the 
panding amendment, as I opposed this 
amendment. in the committee, because 
I believe it marks the beginning of a defi
nite penalty which will be imposed on 
the corn farmers of America. The chair- · 
man of the subcommittee has told the 
Senate that there are in the United 
States 10,000,000 hogs more than we 
have ever had before. Thus, with the 
prices of corn and wheat as they are 
now and with wheat and corn being 
sold at the present price for feed, there 
will be no retrogression at all in the 
production of hogs. There has been an 
increase in beef cattle, and this amend
ment, if agreed to, will in no way de
crease the production of beef cattle. For 
the purpose of feeding dairy cattle and 
poultry, I b~lieve the testimony will bear 
out the statement that pound for pound 
there is about the same value in wheat 
as there is in corn. 
· Mr. RUSSELL. That is correct. 

Mr. BROOKS. If there is any urge 
for patriotic service on anyone's part, I 
think it should be a campaign on the 
part of the <Xovernment to say to the 
people of America that there has been 
a failure to utilize this great quantity 
of wheat, and urge its use in the de
velopment of poultry and dairy cattle, 

and not make it available to be sold in 
order to break down the structure of the 
corn farmer of America. 

Certainly, the farmer is going to pay a 
great penalty as a result of this war, in 
view of the difficulty in getting farm 
machinery, the increased price of labor, 
the resistance on the part of the Govern
ment to have anything to do with the 
fixing of wages, the constant drain by 
industry pulling the young men off the 
farm, and the necessity the farmer faces 
of paying double the wages for less com
petent help. 

I hate to see this process started, be
cause under the blanket of war produc
tion and under the slogan "food for 
freedom" I fear the foundation will be 
torn from underneath the corn farmer 
of America. 

I desire to emphasize, ?\II'. President, 
that if the pending amendment shall be 
agreed to, and we let this wheat be sold 
in competition with corn, knowing that 
the prices of both are going down, and 
knowing that the lack of facilities for 
shipping is the real bottleneck of Amer
ica, I believe that the Senate should now 
inaugurate a special committee investi
gation to ascertain wHy we have not 
developed the machinery to utilize the 
farm products of America so as to make 
alcohol out of the grain of America, to 
produce synthetic rubber. The new uses 
of old products and new products of the 
farm would relieve the situation and 
would make this Nation self-sustaining, 
capable of spreading its benefits over all 
the world after this war shall have ended. 

We shall be derelict, indeed, if we tear 
this foundation from under the corn 
farmer, and the wh~at farmer, too, by 
continued operation without utilizing 
these commodities to help make the prod
ucts with which to conduct this war. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I can
not appreciate the argument of the Sen
ator from Dlinois about tearing any floor 
from under the prices received by the 
corn farmer or the wheat farmer, because 
I know of no law today that in any wise 
controls the prices at which the commod
ities in question may be sold by the Com
modity Credit Corporation. As a matter 
of fact, the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion is selling wheat today in the New 
England States and in the Northeast gen
erally at a price which is equivalent to 85 
percent of corn parity for feed; and we 
shall not be tearing out anything by 
agreeing to thjs amendment. On the 
contrary, we shall -be establishing a floor 
for the benefit of the corn farmer at 85 
percent of parity. The corn farmer does 
not have that protection today. Under 
existing law, he has absolutely no floor. 
The Commodity Credit Corporation, if 
that agency should so desire, could mar
ket corn tomorrow at 40 cents a bushel. 
There is not _a word of law to the con
trary; and I challenge the Senator from 
Illinois to point to a statute which in any 
wise controls the Commodity Credit Cor
poration in the disposal of these surpluses. 
There is no such law today; but if this 
amendment shall be agreed to there will 
be a prohibition against the sale at below 
85 percent of parity, and to that extent 
protection will be. afforded the corn 
producers. 
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I may say to the Senator from Illinois 

that I have never regarded any part of • 
this amendment as being very effective, 
and that _ I thought this whole matter 
should be treated by means of general 
legislation. However, insofar as protec
tion is concerned, the creation of a floor 
of 85 percent of corn parity will be the 
first time the Congress has made any ex
pression whatever in a law passed by it 
which would limit the activities of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation with re
spect to the sale of these commodities. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. BROOKS. I think the Senator 

from Georgia misunderstood me. I said 
that this is the beginning of the process 
of tearing the floor from underneath the 
corn farmer and the wheat farmer, be
cause there is a policy of the Congress 
which has at least provtded a theoretical 
floor or a theoretical goal which has re
sulted in pulling prices toward parity; 
but with the increased wages which are 
going to come arid the increased cost of 
living which is going to come because of 
the scarcity of materials and the bidding 
for them in the country. and with the in
crease of other prices, I will state now 
that within 1 year we shall hear objec
tions on this floor to paying parity prices 
to farmers. The farmer does not want 
the Government to pay parity prices to 
him. The farmer wants fair prices for 
his goods; he wants equal prices for his 
labor. 

If the pending amendment be agreed 
to, it will start the process of lowering 
farm prices, and I say that within a short 
time we shall hear arguments on this 
floor to prevent Government parity pay
ments to the farmers which will be nec
essary to keep the prices they receiv-e 
within proper relationship to .the income 
of the rest of the people of the country. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I desire to say to the 
Senator from Illinois that if it becomes 
apparent that the necessary amount of 
money will not be available to pay the 
corn farmers the difference between 85 
percent of parity and 100 percent o-f 

percent only of the corn on hand in 
America on that date. In other words, 
on May 1, 1942, there were in corncribs 
and bins 1,400,000,000 bushels of corn, 
all of it free corn, that may be sold at 
any time the farmer desires at the price 
of the Government loan, or 85 percent 
of parity. 

Of that amount of corn, 65,000,000 
bushels only are controlled by the Fed
eral Government, and the 66,000,000 
bushels are less than 5 percent of the 
corn in the country in stock or invoices 
on the 1st day of May 1942. So we 
are dealing now with 5 percent of the 
corn, and that is all owned by the Gov- _ 
ernment. 

I did not favor the amendment pro
posed by the committee until today, 
when the able Senator plac~d a floor 
under corn and under wheat, which is 
about 85 percent of corn parity, or 84 
cents a bushel. · 

The Commodity Credit Corporation 
has sold 72,000,000 bushels of corn owned 
by it since January 1 at 84 cents, which 
is exactly 85 percent of parity. They 
have now 66,000,000 bushels left. The 
floor now proposed will prevent that 
grain, corn or wheat, from being sold 
at less than 85 percent of the parity of 
corn. 

I do not see now where the corn grower 
has very much to complain about. If 
this amendment shall be adopted, I think 
he will receive something he has not 
heretofore possessed by statutory law. 
The Commodity Credit Corporation may 
today sell corn for a nickel a bushel if 
it wishes to, but if this amendment shall 
be adopted it cannot sell corn at less 
than 85 percent of parity. It could to
day sell its own wheat at a nickel a 
bushel. After this amendment shall 
have been adopted, it cannot sell wheat 
for feed for poultry or for livestock or 
to the dairy interests at Jess than the 
parity on corn, which is 84 cents- a 
·bushel. 

· parity, I shall certainly be haP:t:Y to join 
him in upsetting any plan or program 
which would permit the sale of these 
commodities for less than parity; but I 
do not anticipate that in the future the 
opposition to parity payments, particu
larly when they are made in connection 
with such a program as this, will be any 
mo-re bitter than it has been in the past. 

That is . a new protection which the 
growers of corn and wheat will receive 
if this amendment shall be adopted. 
They would not have had that assurance 
had the amendment first reported been 
adopted. Since the able Senator has 
proposed this amendment I firmly believe 
that the growers and producers of corn 

1 will, under it, receive a new protection 
that has heretofore been denied them. 

Mr. McNARY rose. 
Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to .the distin

guished Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I am 

pleased at the statement of the able 
Senator from Georgia. I think, perhaps, 
he overlooked the wisdom of placing em
phasis on the categories in which these 
crops fall. Any farmer may obtain a 

·loan of 85 percent of parity; or he is 
free to sell his corn or wheat at any 
price _he chooses. 

I may add further that we are not 
today dealing with free corn; we are 
dealing with corn that is owned by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, of which 
there were but 66,000,000 bushels on the 
1st day of May 1942, amounting to 5 

I have not much sympathy for those 
who would cling to the idea that the 
structure we have placed around the price 
of corn is going to be demolished. I 
think that structure has been fortified 
with a foundation of cement, and if those 
interested will quiet themselves and take 
this amendment as modified, I feei ·they 
will have greater assurance than they 
have ever had heretofore and that there 
can be no dumping of wheat at less than 
the parity price of corn at 84 cents a 
bushel, and there can be no dumping of 
corn at less than the parity price, which 
is a protection which does not exist today. 
After all we are dealing with only 5 per
cent of all the corn in existence in this 
country. 

Mr. -RUSSELL. - Mr. President, I am 
very grateful to the distinguished and 

· able Senator from Oregon for his obser-

vations. We all know that in his ap
proach to any problem affecting any of 
the farmers of this Nation anywhere 
the Senator from OrE.gon is not only fair 
but he is recognized as an outstanding 
authority on all farm questions. 

I had a notation here as to the amount 
of corn owned by the Government today; 
it slipped my mind to call it to the atten
tion of the Senate, but had I done so I 
would not have expressed myself nearly 
so well as the Senator from Oregon has 
done. As he has well said, the Govern
ment today has control of only 66,000,000 
bushels of corn, which is the entire 

. amount it could sell at any price. Und~r 
existing law the Government could sell 
it for 10 cents a bushel. If the . com
mittee amendment should be adopted it 
would place a floor under the t>rice of 
that corn which would prevent the Gov
ernment 'from selling it below approxi
mately 83 -cents a bushel, which is 85 per
cent of corn parity. I appreciate the 

. Senator from Oregon calling that matter 
to the attention of the Senate. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I hesi
tate to enctoach further upon the time 
of the able Senator from Georgia, al
though he is always generous; but I mat~ 
say that the 125,000,000 bushels of wheat 
permitted to be sold for feed will go to the 
dairy, cattle, and poultry industries of · 
the country, and the amount is infini
testimal compared with the 1,300,000,000 
surplus which will be on hand on August 
1 this year. 

Let me remind the Senator from 
Georgia and other Senators that those 
three industries, the cattle industry, the 
poultry industry, and the ·dairy industry 
are the three industries in America that 
bring the largest gross income of all 
agricultural activities and commodities. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The statement of the 
S~nator from Oregon is absolutely 
correct. 

As I have stated, the consideration of 
this amendment in the committee has 
been an unpleasant task. This com
promise is not absolutely agreeable to 
anybody, so far as I know, and for that 
reason I infer that it is a reasonable and 
fair compromise. It is not altogether 
pleasing to the administration. The ad
ministration wished to have an abso
lutely free hand in dealing with these 
surplus commodities. The amendment 
places a limitation of 85 percent of parity 
price at which the corporation may sell 
grain for feed. It also limits the amount 
Of wheat that may be disposed of to 
125,000,000 bushels. While it is not al
together pleasant to them, this proposal 
will be accepted by the administration, 
and the Department of Agriculture be
lieve that it will enable them to relieve 
the pressure for storage of wheat in the 
Nation without too adverse an effect 
upon the market value. of corn. 

Mr. LUCAS . .. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. I inquire, if I may, what • 

did the evidence disclose and what did the 
Agricultural Department say as to what 
they would-do with this corn and wheat 
when they sell it for feed -purposes? 

Mr. RUSSELL. The sales . are of two 
types. -One is a class of sale to those who 
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grind and prepare feed for animals and 
poultry. In such cases the sales are 
made under license, and the mill where 
the mixing or preparing is done is super
vised or policed by a representative of the 
Department of Agriculture in order to 
make sure that the grain actually goes 
into feed. 

Mr. LUCAS. If the Sena.tor will yield 
further, how long has that been going 
on? I refer to the practice of having the 
processing supervised or policed. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I think it has been 
going on ever since the sale of some 
20,000,000 bushels of corn to someone 
who made a profit of 5 cents a bushel out 
of it. The Senator from Illinois is 
familiar with' that instance. 

Mr. LUCAS. That is the point I 
wanted•to bring out in order to ascertain 
whether the Agricultural Department 
was still selling corn or wheat to proc
essors who in turn were selling it back to 
the market, without actually feeding it 
or actually processing it, and making a 
profit on it. That has been done in the 
past, as I understand. I wanted to 
ascertain from the able Senator just 
what safeguards the Agricultural De
partment itself will set up in order that 
there may be no repetition of such an 
occurrence. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from 
Illinois mentioned to me · the incident 
referred to involving the sale of twenty
odd million bushels of corn. I, there
fore, sent for officials of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation after the hearing had 
closed and examined them to ascertain 
what steps were taken to prevent the 
repetition ·of such an occurrence. 

I was advised that in· connection with 
sales to the feed manufacturers they 
were policing to see that the grain sold 
for feed was actually devoted to that 
purpose. 

The other sales are made to the farm
ers on the farms. There are many cases 
of a hog farmer having some wheat on 
storage. He can go to his county agri
cultural committee and request the sale 
of some of this wheat for feed purposes, 
and if the local committee approves his 
application and his showing that he does 
not have · corn available in sufficient 
amount to feed the livestock on his own 
farm, the committee might permit him 
to purchase a sufficient amount of wheat 
with which to feed. If he does not have 
the wheat on his own farm and does not 
have sufficient for feed, the county com
mittee will permit him to purchase from 
his neighbors' bins, or will approve his 
applicaticn for a certain amount of 
wheat, after a showing that it will be fed 
to livestock on the ~armer's place. I was 
impressed that if the Department was 
doing what it said it was doing, it was 
examining and policing this matter 
about as well as it could be done. 

As I have said, while the pending pro
posal is not what the administration 
ask, they do say it will enable them to 

• take the pressure off wheat, and I am 
advised that it would be accepted. 

The proposal is not altogether pleasing 
to the wheat interests. Some· of our 
friends from the wheat-producine areas 
were very much opposed to the limita
tion of 85 percent of corn parity. ·some 

of them were very much opposed to plac
ing any limitation on the amount of 
wheat which could be sold by the Com
modity Credit Corporation. In an effort 
to dea.l fairly with the corn producers, 
and place a limitation of 125,000,000 
bushels as the total which could be sold, 
we also provide by the amendment pend
ing that it could not be sold below a 
price equal to 85 percent of corn parity. 

The representatives from the States 
which are primarily devoted to the pro
duction of corn have indicated that they 
do not approve this amendment, and 
other statements to the same effect will 
be made by some of those who have ' not 
as yet expressed themselves on the floor 
of the Senate. But I wish to point out to 
the Senate that, while they are inter
ested in preserving this principle of 100 
percent parity in the market place on the 
feed corn and wheat now being dis
cussed, as well as on all corn and wheat 
used for other purposes, they cannot 
fairly complain that the action of the 
Senate in adopting this amendment 
would reduce the actual income of the 
farmers below 100 percent of parity, for 
under the terms of the bill, parity pay
ments will be made in an amount suffi
cient to supplement the price, and to 
enable the corn farmer to have 100 per
cent parity of income. 

The committee has done the best it 
could with this question, and I have · en
deavored to give the facts, as well as I 
could remember them, as they were pre
sented to the committee. 

Some question arose as to the amount 
of parity payments necessary to be made 
to bring the corn farmer to full 100 per
cent of parity. According to the table 
which I have hete, if the agricultural 
conservation program payments are in
cluded as provided in the bill, and the 
worst comes to the worst, and the corn 
is all sold for as low as 85 percent of 
parity, it will require $97,000,000 to bring 
the corn farmers' income to full 100 per
cent of parity. As I stated · earlier, no 
man can say today what the market 
trend of commodities will be within the 
next few weeks or months, or, indeed, in 
the next few days, because we are living 
in a very abnormal period. 

I think the amendment is fair, that it 
will enable the wheat farmer to find a 
place in which to store his grain, and to 
take advantage of the 85-percent loan, 
and that it will save for the Nation a 
great income loss which is bound to re
sult if there is no place of storage for the 
wheat. 

It may cause the corn farmer to get 
less than lOO percent of parity in the 
mar}{et place, as our friends apprehend, 
but it assures to him full parity income 
from parity payments, and, more than 
that, the amendment will put a fioor of 
85. percent of parity under corn, whereas 
there is absolutely no protection what
ever to the corn producer today, and no 
limitation upon the powers of the Com
modity Credit Corporation. The com
mittee has done its best, ·and I hope that 
the amendment as amended will be 
agreed to by the Senate. 

Mr. GILLETT-E. Mr. President, I de
sire to discuss a few phases of the pend-, 
ing question, but before speaking of par-

ticular elements I wish to discuss I pref-
• ace my remarks by the statement that, 

contrary to the hopes expressed by some 
of the newspapers in Washington and 
elsewhere, there is not a fight going on 
in the so-:called farm bloc: I have been 
in this body for several years, and was a 
member of tbe House for several years, 
and in the time I have been in Congress, 
if there has been a farm bloc, I have not 
been invited to join it. I am one of the 
dirt farmers, as I have stated here time 
and time again. I represent in part the 
greatest agricultural State in the United 
States. That statement is not made with 
any invidious purpose, but is based on the 
record. If there ·were a farm bloc here 
and a bloc system of legislation in vogue, 
a proper one, I should like to be a mem
ber of it. · 

I have sat on the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry year after year with 
Members of this body from the cotton
growing sections, from the wheat -grow
ing sections, from the vegetable-growing 
sections, from the fruit-growing sections, 
from the corn and the wheat and the live
stock-growing sections, and I have never 
found a time when the Senators from 
those constituencies were not ready to 
make every reasonable concession, and 
give their support to the enactment of 
legislation for the welfare of the country, 
and in many instances they have made 
concessions which they would not have 
made if they had been selfish in their at
titude for their particular constituencies. 
So I wish to say to the Washington news
papers and to any <Jf the other news
papers which are making similar state
ments that there is no fight in the agri
cultural bloc, if one exists, and there is 
no· greedy a·gricultural group. 

If there is anyone any more patriotic, 
more willing to make c::mcessions, than 
the men representing these constituen
cies, I do not know who they are. If 
there are any people in the United States 
who are any more .patriotic, any more 
ready to make concession and to _give 
help to the war prcgram than those living 
in the agricultural sections, I do not know 
who they are. If the . proposal in the 
pending appropriation bill which we are 
now discussing, placed there by the 
House, were· left as it came over from the 
House, I should not be on the floor of the 
Senate today saying a word. I should 
then feel as I feel now, that the provision 
Placed in the bill is an ineffectual, useless 
thing; but I should like to have the Mem
bers of the Senate keep in mind that it 
was an expression of opinion. 

What is the provision as it came from 
the other House? It provides: 

That none of the fund made available by 
this paragraph shall be used for adminis
trative expen~es connected with the sale of 
Government-owned or Government-con
trolled stocks. 

To what agency does the appropriation 
make these funds available? To the 
Cqmmodity Credit Corporation. What · 
is the Commcdity Credit Corporation? 
It is a private corporation set up under 
the laws of the State of Delaware, tinder 
governmental authority. It is a legal 
child, born in lawful wedlock, under a 
statute enacted by the legislative body 
and signed by the Executive. . The pres-
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ent administration is a child born out of 
wedlock, with Executive parentage, under 
Executive order. The powers of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation were 
turned over to the Department of Agri
culture, again by the President's Execu
tive order, issued under authority we 
conferred on him under the act for the 
reorganization of Government depart
ments. By Executive order he turned 
the authority over to the Agricultural 
Marketing Administration. That can be 
changed tomorrow by Executive order 
and th.e power placed elsewhere. The 
powers do not exist in this group by au
thority of law except as the law has been 
exercised on authority delegated by the 
Congress to the executive department. 

I am not criticizing the exercise of the 
authority we gave to the President, and 
he has probably reposed the authority in 
the proper place, but I am calling atten
tion to the fact that the language as 
drafted merely prohibits the use of the 
funds in the payment of administrative 
expenses in connection with the sale of 
these Government-owned or Govern
ment-controlled stocks of farm com-· 
modi ties. 

How is a check to be made to deter
mine whether the Agricultural Market-

. ing Administration is abiding by the in
struction? Is a check to be made by the 
General Accounting Office? All in the 
world they need to do is to step to the 
telephone and call. An entry may be 
made by a bookkeeper, a letter may be 
written by a stenographer, but the pay
ments are made out of the general ad
ministrative appropriation. 

It is not necessary to use a nickel of 
this amount; so as a matter of fact the 
proposal is absolutely ineffective; but, it 
is an expression of legislative attitude. 

Some time ago, as the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RussELL] said that he, the 
eminent Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
BANKHEAD], the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. THOMAS] and. the present speaker 
joined in presenting a substantive pro
posal in the Senate prohibiting the con
trol of these stocks of farm commodities 
so as to utilize them in driving down the 
farmer's price below parity, possibly, and 
I shall allude to that in a moment. We 
did not try to come in by the back door 
and place in an appropriation bill a limi
tation on departmental expenditures, hut 

• we provided for an out-and-out prohibi
tion against certain action being taken. 
The proposal to which I referred passed 
the Senate · by more than a 2.:.to-1 
vote. There we find the expression of 
the Senate's viewpoint. The measure 
went to the House. The House has not 
as yet acted on it. The only time the 
House acted on anything approaching 
this proposal was by placing a provision 
in this appropriation bill in the ineffec
tive way to which I have. allu<ied. 

Why was it done? Because when our 
proposal was adopted by the Senate by 
more than a two-thirds majority certain 
executive powers in the Government 
served not ice that if the measure were 
passed it would be vetoed. That is a con
stitutional and a proper exercise of power 
on the part of the Executive department. 
In the place of such a proposal as that 
submitted by the four Senators to whom I 

referred, which was adopted by the Sen
ate, we find this abortive thing which has 
been placed in this appropriation bill in 
the hope that the:President will not veto 
it, because at the same time he would be 
vetoing a departmental appropriation 
bill. That is what is before us. I will 
say to the able Senator from Georgia 
that, even if the measure had been re
ported in that way, ineffective, useless, 
improper as I think the proposal is, I 
should have made no objection to it, be
cause it would be, so far as the record 
shows, a 100-percent expression of the 
opinion of the associate branch of. the 
Congress that it did not want to see an 
agency of this Government which had 
taken surpluses off the market to support 
prices drive down the prices of the farm 
commodities in question and prevent 
them from reaching a parity position. 
It was a 100-percent expression of opin
ion on the other side of the Capitol, and 
a better than-2-to-1 expression of opin
ion by the Senate. 

Mr. President, I say this in all kindness 
to the Senator from Georgia. I love him; 
He cooperated with us. While he did not 
express himself, my esteemed brother 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. BtMKHEAD] 
did, ?-.nd fought here manfully hour after 
hour to maintain .the principle for which 
we have fought here for 10 years in trying 
to put agriculture .in a parity position 
with other industry. 

Mr. President, in the face of that bet
ter than 2-to-1 expression of opinion in 
the Senate, in the face of a 100-percent 
expression of opinion, so far as the record 

· shows, on the House side, as embndied in 
the bill, the. Senate committee now comes 
forward and abandons that for which we 
fought, the structure which it took 10 
years to build. The committee proposes 
to undermine that structure and to de
stroy it. 

Senators, do not .think it is simply to 
provide for an exigency now existing in 
the wheat situation; what is proposed to 
be done would result in destroying a prin
ciple. Perhaps my judgment is wrong; 
perhaps the principles for which I stand 
are wrong; but I never traded them off 
to meet an emergency situation. Repre.! 
senting, as I do, a corn c.onstituency, I 
will say that the corn farmers will make 
any ~oncession which it is proper to 
make; but we shall take a firm position 
against any proposal which involves the 
destruction of a principle in which we 
believe. 

I do not know whether all Senators 
favor the crop-control method of han
dling the farm problem, but that is · the 
policy of this Government, and has been 
its policy ever since 1933. That is why 
the Senate and the House rose up and 
said, "When · you take off the market 
farm surpluses to enable the farmers to 
reach a ·parity position with industry 
we will not permit you to use the same 
·surpluses to drive down the market." 

When surpluses are taken off the mar
ket for the purpose of keeping them out 
of the market in order to maintain prices, 
the surpluses, if they are allowed to be a 
threat, hang like a sword of D1mocles 
over the market and drive it down. Let 

_me say to the Senate that whenever there 
is a mention in the press that Congress 

is about to reverse itself on the mainte
nance of the parity principle, the market 
for wheat and corn breaks in Chicago 
from one and a half to three cents. 
Every time John Jones takes a load of 
corn to the elevator in a little town in 
Iowa or in a little town in some ·other 
State, or Bill Smith in Oklahoma takes a 
load of wheat to town, or a farmer in 
Montana or in Oregon takes a load of 
grain to town, he suffers that loss, be
cause the price is made for him-where? 
It is not made by him, but by the grain 
exchange. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDINd OFFICER <Mr. 

DoxEY in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Iowa yield to the Senator from 
Illinois? 

Mr. GILLETTE. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. The Senator from Iowa 

is making a very able argument for the 
maintenance of parity, for which the 
Congress of the-United States has worked 
for a period of from 10 to 15 · years. 
Everyone in Congress has been in agree-: 
ment with respect to that· principle. A 
moment ago the able S::mator from Ore
gon [Mr. McNARY], in speaking of the 
amendment now pending providing that 
only 125,000,000 bushels ·Of wheat shall 
be permitted to be sold, said that is 
simply an infinitesimal amount- com
pared with the half billion bushels of 
wheat which are in the bins at the· pres
ent time in reserve, along with the 1,000,-
000,000 bushels expected to be produced 
this year. I, however, in this premise 
must assume that the war will last for 
a long time, though I hope it will not. 

Mr. GILLETTE. God forbid, but it 
may last for a long time. 

Mr. LUCAS. The only way we can 
· plan successfully . to win the war is to 

look at it on the basis of a long period 
of time. If the amendment is agreed to, 
and the Department of Agriculture is 
permitted to sell 125,000,000 bushels of 
wheat anywhere and everywhere, includ
ing the corn area, which in the final an
alysis is going to need more of it than 
any other place, that will be just the 
beginning. · If we have another year of 
war, and another bumper crop of wheat, 
which we will probably have next year, 
it may mean 250,000,000, or 300,000,000, 
or 400,000,000 bushels which the Depart
ment will want to sell under this program. 
Under such legislation I visualize the pos
sibility of a distinct injury to the corn 
farmer of America. I do not care how 
much he- raises or how much he feeds, 
if the proposed legislation is enacted into 
law it seems to me it will b3 the begin
ning of a threat which will hang over 
the corn farmer, so far as the corn 
farmer being able to obtain a near parity 
or parity price for his corn is concerned. 

Mr. President, if there ever was a time 
in the history of the country when the 
American farmer should receive parity 
price for his grain, it is now. There is 
more money in the country now than 
there ever was 'before in its history. 
More people are working now than ever 
before. People are more· able to pay 
parity pi'ice in this country than they 
ever were before in its history. I have 
stood on the Senate floor time and time 
again and said that the American farmer 
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did not want a dole, that he did not want 
a hand-out, and if the time ever came 
when, through the law of supply and de
mand, the American farmer could obtain 
parity price for his corn, his wheat, and 
his cotton, I for one would be the first 
individual to urge the repeal of legis
lation existing on the statute books which 
is not in harmony with the law of sup
ply and demand, and urge that we forego 
the legislative machinery which exists in 
the Department of Agriculture and 
throughout the country, and permit the 
law of supply and demand once again. to 
rule. This, Mr. President, is not an in
flationaiy amendment. This will in no 
way disturb or dislocate a fundamental 
economy now existing. 

Mr. President, let it be understood that · 
I am not against soil conservation and 
ail the other beneficial laws affecting 
agriculture which have been enacted 
under President Roosevelt's administra
tion. I think what this administration 
has done for the American farmer has 
been the greatest boon to the agricul
tural community in the history of our 
country. Many times the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RussELL], and I, along with 
other Senators, have stood on the floor 
of the Senate and fought for this very 
thing which it seems to me we are now 
beginning somewhat to abandon through 
what seems to be a sort of an innocent 
amendment, the purpose of which is to 
bring the wheat out and permit it to be 
sold and fed throughout the country. 

Mr. President, I simply wanted to make 
this statement at this point in the argu
ment, for whatever it is worth, because 
I believe that once we permit the nose 
of the· camel to come under the tent, 
through this amendment, we may rue the 
day, arid _ that is especially tTue if we 
have a long, sustained war. 

Let me make a further observation. 
There was a basic reason, and always 
has b'een, for mandatory corn laws in 
this country, because of the fact that we 
feed 85 percent of the corn we raise in 
the Corn Belt section to the cattle and 
the hogs. But if we bring in wheat to 
compete with corn for feeding we shall 
begin to see a larger surplus of corn. 

-The 85 percent we feed will be substan
tially decreased because wheat will be 
in competition with corn. The basic 
soundness of mandatory corn loans is 
seriously challenged. The entire loan 
program may fail through its own ex
cessive weight. Heretofore surplus 
wheat has gone abroad, and Liverpool 
has furnished the market for wheat; but 
Liverpool never furnished a market for 
corn. 

A mandatory corn loan is economically· 
sound and socially desirable, but I have 
always doubted the economic soundness 
of the mandatory loans on cotton and 
wheat, because the surplus had to be 
sold abroad. The foreign market con
trolled the market here. 

_Let me say in conclusion that after all 
the thing in which we are all interested 
more than anything · else is the war ef
fort. No one in the Senate has been 
more insistent in attempting to eliminate 
the differences which exist among Mem
bers of the Senate on all these questions 

in order to promote harmony, thereby 
promoting the war effort. However, in 
justice and fairness, I believe that the 
corn farmer has a right to make this 
protest at this particular time. . . 

The able Senator from Georgia is an 
expert on cotton. If the cotton farmers 
of the . South were in the same position 
as are the Corn Belt farmers in the 
North, there would be a pretty hot fight 
on the floor of the Senate. I do not 
blame Senators representing the cotton 
farmers. I like them. They certainly 
protect their ·constituents every time a 
measure is before·congress which might 
be adverse to the cotton farmers. They 
fight against it. That is what they 
should do. The other day a distinguished 
Senator from the South said to a friend 
of mine from Illinois, "You have no
body in the Corn Belt who will fight for 
his rights." My record for fighting for 
the American farmer in the 7 years I 
have been a Member of the Congress 
speaks for itself. 

Mr. President, I conscientiously believe 
that what little contribution I am mak
ing, if any, or what vote I may make here 
is in no way crippling the war effort. 

I am not attempting to promote any 
argument on the floor of the Senate. I 
merely wish to state our position as I see 
it. I am willing to abide by the decision 
of the Senate, and let it go at that. We 
will get along as best we can. I realize 
that we all have to give and take. _ In 
my State we have one and a half million 
acres of wheat. I have wheat on my 
farms in Illinois. I do not know what 
we are going to do with it. Neverthe
less, we have it. However, corn is the 
chief product, and it is one of the basic 
products of America. I dislike to see 
legislation which may injure the future 
price of corn. And may I say that in 
this assumption I hope that I am wrong? 

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Illinois for his 
correct and very helpful presentation. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GILLETTE. I yield. 
Mr. RUSSELL. I appreciate the 

statement which the Senator from Illi
nois has made ·about the fight which 
Senators and Representatives from cot
ton-producing States make to _protect 
the interests of their constituents. My 
only ·regret is that the Senator from 
Illinois did not make that statement 
down in Georgia or in the Cotton Belt. 
I can assure him that we have been sub
jected to the most serious criticism by 
our constituents because of the fact that 
the payment per acre for land which is 
taken out of corn cultivation, ·and the 
payment per acre ft:>r land which is tal,ten 
out of wheat cultivation under the con
servation program are more than the 
amount of the payment for land taken 
out of cotton production. 

I appreciate the remarks of the Sena
tor, and I only wish they were true. I 
wish we had been able to protect and 
promote our interests. However, I do not 
think that discussion serves any useful 
purpose. Farmers producing each com
modity naturally feel that they are dis
criminated against in certain cases. I 
think thaf, by and large, those of us who 

have been interested in giving the farm
ers of the Nation an opportunity to exist 
and to have an income even remotely 
comparable to that of those engaged in 
other lines of endeavor have been rather . 
unselfish, on the whole, in our approach 
to the problem. I am certainly not strik
ing at the corn farmers in any way in 
promoting this amendment. 

I was interested in hearing the Sena
tor from Illinois say that the effect of the 
amendment would be to get the camel's 
nose under the tent with respect to sell
ing certain commodities at less than 
parity. The whole camel is now under 
the tent. There is no limitation or re
striction anywhere which would prevent 
the Commodity Credit Corporation from 
selling surplus stock at any price it 
might deem proper. The effect of the 

·amendment .would be to get the camel 
out from under the tent and put a floor 
of 85 percent of parity under the sale of 
grains for feed. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GILLETTE. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. I merely wish to make a 

brief reply to my able and distinguished 
friend from Georgia, for whom I have the 
utmost respect; 

Mr. RUSSELL. I can assure the Sen
ator that the feeling is reciprocated. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Let me assure both 
Senators that each of them has good rea
son for his respect for the other, if that 
will be of any help to them. 

Mr. LUCAS. No one is more capable 
or more interested in agricultural prob
lems than is the Senator from Georgia. 
I merely wish to say to him that if his 
constituency in Georgia is giving him 
any trouble in connection with the cot
ton problem, I know a couple of corn-fed 
Senators who would be glad to go there 
sometime and help him out in_ a cam-
paign. -

Mr. RUSSELL. I am deeply grateful 
to the Senator from Illtnois. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Nothing would give 
me greater pleasure · than to endorse 
everything the Senator from Illinois has 
said concerning the Senator from Geor
gia, if he needed any such endorsement. 
His labors have been ceaseless and valu
able in all phases of the farm problem. 

The fact remains that cotton may not 
be sold below a parity position; rice may 
not be sold below a parity position; to- • 
bacco may not be sold below a parity 
position; but, under the terms of the 
proposal now before the Senate, the 
other two commodities, wheat and corn, 
may be sold below parity. The proposal 
before us would do away with the posi
tion of 85 percent of parity for wheat. 
Parity for wheat is $1.33 plus. Eighty
five percent of parity is $1.13 plus. The 
price bf wheat on the farm today is 99.6 
cents; and under the terms of the 
amendment sound wheat could be sold 
for feed at 83.2 cents, or 85 percent of 
parity for corn. It is called a floor. 
There is no floor under the Commodity 
Credit Corporation today in selling such 
products. -

In that connection I should like to 
quote from an editorial writer in yester
day morning's Washington Post. When 
I read the editorial pages of Washington 
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newspapers I often think of the lines from 
Oliver Goldsmith's Deserted Village: 
And still they gazed, and still the wonder 

grew. 
'Ibat one small head could carry all he knew. 

I have been astounded at the wisdom 
which is concentrated in the minds of 
the editorial writers of some of the 
Washington newspapers. They are om
niscient. Yesterday morning one of 
them delivered himself pf this valuable 
nugget of wisdom: 

The utter outrageousness of · the proposal 
to bar sales of corn and wheat below parit y 
is easily demonstrated. For instance, the 
Government now owns about 320,000,000 
bushels of wheat. Recently it offered wheat 
for sale as livestock feed at prices equivalent 
to about 85 percent of parity. It managed 
to dispose of only 1,560,000 bushels. What 
chance, then, for disposing of wheat at parity 
levels? And what excuse can the farm bloc 
offer for trying to boost feedstuff prices to 
levels that would squeeze the farmers them
selves as well as other consumers? 

If the Commodity Credit Corporation 
was able to sell only 1,560,000 bushels of 
wheat at 85 percent of parity, _why did it 
not lower the price? It has full authority 
to do so. It sold corn and shipped it to 
an alcohol-distilling company in Phila
delphia, paid 41 cents a hundred freight 
on it from the Mississippi R:iver, and 33 
cents to the distiller for processing it, 
netting less than 5 cents a bushel to the 
marketing corporation. 

V/hy does it not lower the price? Be
cause it does not want to :fly in the face 
of an expression by the Congress in sup
port of a principle for which we have 
fought for 10 years to put agriculture in 
a parity position. Two-thirds of the 
Senate said, "You cannot do it." One 
hundred percent of the House said, "You 
cannot do it." The Corporation does not 
have the "guts" to do it without coming 
to Congress, and it wants us to giye It 
legislative authority. Then when it 

. breaks the market its officers will say, 
"You -directed us to do it. You receded 
from your position to break the market. 
You took away the prohibition and told 
us to go ahead. We are proceeding un
der your authority.~> 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GILLETTE. I yield. 
Mr. RUSSELL. The trouble with my 

good friend from Iowa is that he has 
fallen into the error which so many 
others have committed, of believing what 
he reads in the editorial columns of the 
Washington Post. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Oh, no. Accuse me 
of anything but that. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator stated 
that the Corporation had not sold any 
considerable quantity of wheat for feed. 
As a matter of fact, before the hearings 
on this bill were concluded it had sold 
22,000,000 bushels of wheat for feed, at a 
price 4 cents below 85 percent of corn 
parity. Under the terms of this amend
ment it could not sell it below 85 per
cent of corn parity. Today it is proceed
ing to sell all the wheat it can for feed. 
It was stated before the committee that 
it had already sold 22,000,000 bushels of 
wheat for feed, and was proposing to sell 
as much of it as possible for feed. 

LX.XXVIII--273 

So the things to which· the Senator 
refers as having a detetring effect on the 
Department have absolutely proved to be 
no restraint whc.tever. They have not 
restrained the Department. It is selling 
wheat for feed today. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Very well. Let me 
say to the Senator that it is perfectly 
all right with me. Whether the com
mittee amendment is agreed to or 
whether it is voted down, I shall move to 
strike out that provision, which is an 
attempted sanction by the legislative 
branch of Government of the destruc
tion of the Nation's agricultural economy. 
Then if the Department wants to take 
the onus, and :fly in the face of the ex
pression of the Senate and of the other 
House, and sell 1,560,000 bushels, let 
them go ahead. I desire to refer to that 
in a. moment; but before doing so I see 
that my good friend the senior Senator 
from Montana, is present. He will do 
some yeoman work. I want him to come 
to my support, ·because I become fright
ened when I am on my feet, and I need 
his support. 

In that connection, speaking of the 
parity provision, let me read the report 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Adminis
trator, written the first of this year. I 
refer to Mr. Evans, who is now the farm 
member of the Federal Reserve Board. 
He said: 

Parity remains the goal, and the abundant 
production of American farmers is the best 
possible assurance to consumers and others 
that food is going to continue to be forth
coming at prices fair to both consumers and 
farmers. To the extent that increases in 
food prices represent parity prices to farmers, 
these increases are justified, and prices which 
consumers in fairness should be willing to 
pay. 

However, the price paid to the farmer r-ep
resents only a portion . of the price paid by 
the consumer. The rest of the consumer's 
dollar goes to middlemen, such as processors, 
handlers, r.nd distributors. Actually, the 
m iddlemen collectively get a larger portion 
of the consumer's food dollar than does the 
farmer. Thus, the farmer properly is as 
much concerned with the margin going to 
the middlemen as is the consumer. 

During the first half of 1941 farmers re
ceived only a little over a cent from the sale 
of a loaf of white bread retailing a,t almost 
8 cents on the average. The producer's share 
of a 7-cent package of cornflakes averaged 
less than a cent and a half. Cotton growers 
got about 8 cents for producing the material 
in a dollar cot ton shirt. 
. The average workingman paid $415 for food 
in 1929, but at the prices prevailing in the 
first half of 1941 the same food cost only 
$327, or about a fifth less. Thus, in spite of 
some rises in food prices, the city consumer's 
food-buying power in 194Q-41 was the highest 
since the World War. · 

To digress for a moment, let me call 
the attention of Senators who come from 
wheat-producing States to Mr. Evans' 
statement as to the position of the ad
ministration on wheat surpluses: 

Three measures are designed to keep ex
cess wheat off the market: 

( 1) The farmer is encouraged to store the 
production in excess of his quota on his farm 
or in a public warehouse. To guarantee that 
he will keep this wheat in storage, he is asked 
to deposit a bond or cash with the county 
Agricultural Adjustment Administration 
committee. As an inducement for storing 

his excess, he is offered a loan on the ex
cess at 60 percent of the regulal' rate , pro
vided it is stored in a granary approved for 
loans. • • • 

(2) The farmer may turn his marketing 
excess over to the Government to be taken 
out of trade channels and used for relief 
purposes or other noncommercial uses. 

(3) The farmer may pay the marketing 
penalty. which in 1941 was 49 cents a bushel, 
50 percent of the national basic lean rate of 
93· cents. 

If the farmer wanted to go ahead and 
market it and pay the penalty for the 
amount over the quota, he had the right 
to do so. . 

Before I leave the question of relative 
income, let me say that yesterday the jun
ior Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD]
! wish he were present here-quoted from 
a 1etter from Henry Morgenthau, Secre
tary of the Treasury, in which he referred 
to the 20-percent increase in farm in
come and suggested that the farmers 
should be satisfied with such an increase. 

In that connection, let me say that I 
draw a salary of $10,000 a year, perhaps 
under false pretenses, but nevertheless I 
draw a salary of $10,000 a year as a Sen
ator from the State of Iowa. If, out of 
that $10,000, I were to give Mrs. Gil
lette $1 for household expenses, and 
then were to decide, in generosity, to in
crease it 20 percent, and give her _a dollar 
and twenty cents, what good would that 
do her? 

When we are talking about a 20-per
cent increase, the question arises, What 
is the relative position? Let me cite fig
ures stated by an esteemed Representa· 
tive of the State of Missouri, Hon. CLAR
ENCE CANNON, as his remarks appear in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Of recent date. 

In Mr. Morgenthau's letter which was 
quoted yesterday a comparison was made 
between farm income in 1932 and the in
creased farm income in 1941. Listen to 
this: 

The total national income in 1932 was 
$48,355,000,000. The national income in 
1941 was $80,350,000 ,000-almost double, 
representing an increase of approxi
mately 170 percent. 

In 1932 the nonfarm income was $46,-
000,000,000, out of $48,000,000,000. In 
1941 it was $75,000,000,000 out of $30,· 
000,000,000. 

The farmers represent approximately 
33 percent of the population; but in 1932 
the farmers' share of the national in
come was 3.7 percent; and in 1941, the 
figures for which the Secretary . of the 
Treasury pointed as a wonderful factut~J 
presentation of the improved position of 
the farmer, the farmers, representing 
substantially one-third of the population 
of the Nation, received 5.8 percent of the 
national income. 

Oh, we are told that the cost of living 
is going up, and that to meet the in
creased costs of living, wages must be in
creased. Wages have been increased, 
and I am not raising any objection to 
that. V/ages have been increased to 
meet the. increased cost of living. To
day there is a bill before Congress which 
proposes, in order to meet the increased 
cost of living and to provide increased 
purchasing power, that the salary of 
every one of the Federal employees shall 
be increased so much a year. That bill, 
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designed to enable the Federal workers 
to meet the increased cost of living, will 
be before the Senate in a very short time. 

The farmers constitute one-third of 
the population of the country. They are 
consumers as well as producers. They 
are originators of every nickel's worth of 
new wealth which is produced; yet, in
stead of putting them in a comparable 
relative position with other consumers 
Senators sponsoring the amendment 
come before the Senate under cover of 
an exigency-and I say that in all kind
ness; they do not do it purposely-and 
say, "We will take the props out from 
under your purchasing power as a con
sumer. We will not let you have the 
parity position for which you fought 
for years." 

Mr. RUSSELL rose. 
Mr. GILLETTE. I see that the Sen

ator from Georgia is on his feet. I shall 
yield to him in· a few moments. In the 
meantime I ask him, please, to wait. 

Mr. RUSSELL. · I can well understand 
why the Senator does not want to yield 
to me at this juncture. 

Mr. GILLETTE. If the Senator will 
be patient with me, I shall yield to him 
in a moment. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I can understand why 
the Senator does not want to yield to me 
at this time. 

Mr. GILLETTE. If the Senator will 
be patient with me I shall give him every 
chance to reply. Perhaps the Senator 
may consider that I am being unkind to 
him. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I think the Senator 
has made a statement which is not justi
fied by the facts; and it was for the pur
pose of calling attention to that matter 
that ! ·rose. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Very well; I now 
yield to the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator said that 
this amendment, if agreed to .. would im- . 
pair the purchasing power of the farmer. 
I pointed out that the 15-percent differ
ence between the 85 percent of parity 
and the 100 percent of parity would be 
paid to the farmer out of the Federal 
Treasury. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Yes. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Therefore, as a result 

of feeding grain at a lower price, the 
farmer would be able to buy more com
modities. The corn farmer would have 
a 15-percent additional parity payment. 

So certainly the figures which the'sen
ator quoted in regard to the corn farm
ers' parity position income are not cor
rect. I have voted year after year to 
increase the farmers' income; but the 
pending amendment does not involve any 
question of increasing the farmers' in
come. If the sale of wheat at 15 percent 
below the parity price of corn should beat 
down the corn farmer's income to 85 per
cent of parity, under this bill provision 
is made for the payment of 15 percent of 
parity to the farmer from the Federal 
Treasury. 

So, in supporting the amendment pro
posed by the committee, I am not oppos
ing the farmers. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GILLETTE. I shall yield in a mo
ment, but I ask the Senator to wait until 
I reply to the Senator from Georgia. 

The Senator from Georgia is correct in 
the statement ttlat it is intended to sup
plement the farmer's income by parity 
payments from the United States Treas
ury, if and when made. 

In an adjunct to the table which was 
put into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD by 
Representative CANNON, it was shown 
that the farmer's share · of the national 
income, when parity payments and soil
conservation pg,yments were added, was 
6.6 percent of the entire national income. 
In addition, let me say to the Senator 
from Georgia that the agricultural com
munities do not want to be on a dole. All 
they want is an opportunity to work as 
the rest of the Nation works and to re
ceive a fair return. They do not want to 
depend on a position based on "if and 
when" parity payments are made avail
able. 

I say to the Senator that in this bill 
authority is provided to reappropriate 
unexpended balances of sums previously 
made available for parity payments, and 
such other sums as may be necessary to 
give the farmers full parity; but that 
depends on future action, if and when 
such sums are made available by the Con:
gress. The farmers do not want any 
"if and when" position. All they want is 
an opportunity to work and to receive a 
fair return. 

Before I yield to the Senator from 
Montana let me point out that the Sec
retary of Agriculture was quoted many 
times as saying that if corn and wheat 
prices were allowed to go to parity the 
result would be to add $1,000,000,000 to 
the cost of living of the consumers of the 
country. I do not have before me a copy 
of the letter which I addressed to the 
Secretary asking him on what basis his 
assertion was made that allowing grain 
and.foodstuffs to go to parity would mean 
an incr€ase of a billion dollars in the 
consumer's cost of living. I read this ex
cerpt from his reply, which was dated 
March 4, 1942: 

In answer to your request of February 27, 
I am enclosing a copy of the statements upon 
which the estimates of certain possible in
creases in the cost of food to consumers were 
based. 

I sldp to this point in the letter: 
I should also call your attention to the 

fact that these estimates make some allow
ance-

Mark this-
these estimates make some allowance for an 
accompanying advance in the margins or 
charges of processors, wholesalers, and re
t ailers based upon typical behavior in the 
past. But I believe, and I think you will 
agree, that any substantial increase in raw 
product prices will certainly be used as a 
basis for pyramiding or increasing middle
men's costs, at least as soon as current in
ventories are worked off. 

There is the answer to the assertion 
that an increase in farm prices will re
sult in an increased cost of a billion 
dollars to the consumers. The Secre
tary of Agriculture, who made ·that state
ment, says that he envisioned distribu
tion costs, processing costs, .the middle
men's costs, the handlers' costs, the 
profiteers' costs, and the racketeers' costs, 
which would be piled on to take their 
toll of the consumers' dollar. All that 

is envisioned in the assertion of a bil
lion-dollar increase in living costs. 

Mr. President, the livestock industry 
has been referred to as being placed in 
an unfortunate position. I have before 
me a letter from the United States Live
stock Association, from which I read the 
following excerpt: 

Farmers do not want subsidies; they merely 
want fair prices for the sale of their prod
ucts. Farmers want to conserve financial re
sources to win the war, believing it unneces
sary to burden the Treasury. This is the 
first time in many years the farmers can 
obt ain equitable prices for their products. 

I also have a letter of the president 
of the American Farm Bureau 'Federa
tion, and, Mr. President, at the conclu
sion of my remarks I ask unanimous 
consent that it and the tables accom
panying it be printed in the REcORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit A.) 
Mr. GILLETTE. · Mr. President, I wish 

to refer to the April 15 position of hogs, 
cattle, and feed. On 'April 15 the United 
States parity price for hogs was $10.98; 
the average farm price was $13.48. For 
cattle on the 15th of April the United 
States parity price was $8.18; the average 
farm price was $10.71. For beef steers at 
Chicago, choice and prime, the parity 
equivalent was $13.33; the average price 
$15.56. For cattl€ rated as good the par
ity equivalent was $12.02; the average 
price $13.70. The point is that the live
stock interests have no objection what.;. 
ever to this proposal; they are now in a 
price position where they are supporting 
the proposal, and have so advised me, so 
that the grain farmers may receive a fair 
return. 

Mr. President, I do not want to speak 
unduly long on this question. I desire to 
go back to the basic question which is at 
issue, but before doing that let me say 
that, for one, I was opposed to the pro
duction control method of m€eting the 
farm problem. I believed then, and I be
lieve now, that the ultimate solution is 
in the development of new uses. I should 
have been glad if the Senator from Mon
tana had remained in the Chamber while 
I discussed this matter, but I do not 
blame him for leaving. 

By the direction of the Senate, under 
orders to the chairman of the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry, there was 
set up a subcommittee to study the uses 
for farm products. During the last 3 or 
4 weeks we have developed astounding 
information, and I desire to take advan
tage of this opportunity to ask Senators 
for help. We are not coming here, as 
some subcommittees have done, to aslt 
for more money to carry on our very 
excellent work. The committee was 
given $5,000; we have spent less than 
$500, and I believe we will not spend any 
more than another hundred or two hun
dred dollars. It has been developed be
fore the subcommittee that the war needs 
of this country in the way of rubber are 
so acute as to be almost desperate. The 
estimates of the needs have been raised 
by the rubber board from 100,000 tons in 
December to 800,000 tons now, with the 
probability of 1,200,000 tons in 1943. We 
have demonstrated by a procession of 
scientists, without exception and without 
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dispute, that there can be produced syn
thetic rubber from petroleum sources and 
from agricultural sources on a competi
tive basis. It has been shown to our 
committee that plants could be estab
lished for the utilization of farm 
products. 

Mr. WHEELER entered the Chamber. 
Mr. GILLETI'E. I am glad the Sen

ator from Montana has returned. Let me 
say to him that I was referring to the 
very excellent work that he, the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. NoRRIS], the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. McNARY], the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAS], and my 

· own humble self have been trying to do 
in connection with the utilization of 
farm surpluses. We have had demon
strated to us that plants for the utiliza
tion of farm products can be established 
at one-tenth the cost of the critical ma
terials, in one-third the time, and that 
synthetic rubber and alcohol can be pro
duced from that source on a competitive 
basis with any other type or process. Let 
me say to my colleagues, in the face of 
that, that our rubber defense agency has 
asked the R. F. C. to allocate $650,000,000 

·for the establishment of plants to de
velop the production of synthetic rubber 
or to produce butadiene from which it is 
made. Where do you think, Mr. Presi
dent, the allocation was made? Every 
dollar of the $650,000,000 was allocated 
to the petroleum industry, not one nickel 
of it to the agricultural industry. Group 
after group have come to Washington 
from Nebraska, from Missouri, from 
Oklahoma, from South Dakota, from Il
linois, and other States and asked for 
means to establish plants in their terri
tories. One group from Nebraska came 
here and said they were ready to put in 
five 10,000-gallon plants. They were told 
here that they could not have the money. 
They returned home and raised the 
money-every dollar of it. They came __ 
back to Washington and said, "We have 
the money." They were told, "Well, we 
have not the critical materials; you can- · 
not liave it." They went back home. 
optioned old plants, got 90 percent of 
the material, and returned to Washing
ton, and said, "We own 90 percent of 
the materials. We want 10 percent; in 
fact, we do not care if it is only 2 percent. 
Yet they were told, "You cannot have it." 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GILLETTE. I am glad to Yield. 
Mr. WHEELER. I am glad the Senator 

has brought up the subject. I was going 
to say ~hat if the Government wanted to 
get rubber badly and cheaply, they could 
take the surplus wheat that they now 
hold and use it for ·the making of alcohol 
and butadiene, and they could then get 
a very large quantity of rubber in a short 

· time, and by doing so they would use all 
the surpluses of wheat so that they would 
not constitute any problem at all for the 
wheat farmers 'of the country. The Gov
ernment could take all the surplus of 
wheat now on hand and make it into al
cohol. The Government has it on hand 
and -owns it. If it is kept, it will deterio
rate in value. Furthermore, there is an
other large crop of wheat coming on. 

\Vith the Government already owning 
the wheat, they could use it and convert 
it into alcohol. They could build the 

plants for less money than it would cost 
to build the plants to manufacture alco- · 
hal out of oil or gasoline, and by reason 
of the fact that they own the wheat and 
that it is deteriorating, and they wish to 
sell it at a low price, they could by using 
it in this manner get rid of the whole sur
plus of wheat they have, could they not? 

Mr. GILLETTE. That is absolutely 
true. 

Mr. WHEELER. But instead of that, 
they are granting money to the oil com
panies and to others to enable them to 
manufacture alcohol out of gasoline, 
shipping the gasoline in many instances 
from the West, and using it in various 
plants, thereby tying up transportation, 
whereas if they built the plants where 
the wheat is stored, they could elim'inate 
the long hauls, and the bottleneck we are 
sure to have in railroad transportation. 
Yet, as the Senator has said, we have not 
been able to get anyone in the depart
ments in Washington to do a thing about 
it. They have turned a deaf ear to peo
ple from Nebraska and the other States 
who wish to use these surplus grains for 
the manufacture of alcohol, and are turn
ing all the money over to the oil com
panies and the others who are going to 
use gasoline. 

The only reason we can imagine for 
this is the powerful influence the oil com
panies have in the 0. P.M. and various 
other departments of the Government. 

If grain were used, and the farmers 
were permitted to produce all the wheat 
and corn they desired · to produce, we 
would be keeping the farmers on the 
farms, and in times of depression we 
would be giving more work to a great 
many people on the farms, and would be 
helping the farmers. But instead of 
that, the tnoney is being turned over to 
one of the greatest monopolies that ever 
existed in the history of the United 
States. 

Mr. GILLETTE. I thank the Senator. 
While we are speaking of the $650,000,0QO 
provided for the construction of these 
plants by the petroleum industry under 
the existing contracts-and the testi
mony is that the amount will eventually 
be eight or nine hundred million-! 
might add that at the ·conclusion of the 
war the plants are to be in adjusted 
ownership for the petroleum companies 
which have them, whereas if plants were 
built in the agricultural sections they 
would be there for the utilization of re
curring surpluses. 

The Senator from Georgia said, "I am 
in favor of that, but it is a question of 
time." We have the testimony of the 
greatest producer of grain alcohol in the 
world today that existing facilities, with
out the construction of new plants, dm 
produce 200,000 tons of the needed rub
ber, and utilize 24,000,000 bushels of 
wheat. We do not desire to shut off 
the petroleum industry. We shall need 
every pound of rubber the petroleum in
dustry can make and every pound of 
rubber any other industry can make, we 
shall need every pound of natural rup
ber we can get, but those who would use 
the grain are shut out of the picture. 

Mr. RUSSELL rose. 
Mr. GILLETTE. Let me call the atten

tion of the Senator from Georgia to the 
fact that in the committee amendment 

there is no limitation on the amount of 
grain which may be sold for the produc
tion of alcohol. Even with the amend
ment it could all be sold to industries for· 
the production of alcohol if that is de
sired. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator from Iowa yield to the Senator 
from Wyoming? 

Mr. GILLETTE. I yield. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. In my opinion, the 

Senator from Iowa and the Senator from 
Montana have been telling an amazing 
story, one which should be carried- to 
every corner of the country. If I un
derstand the Senator correctly, he is 
telling us that the R. F. C. and theW. P. 
B. are not cooperating in the efforts of 
citizens of the Corn Belt to establish 
plants which can use the surplus grain. 
Am I correct? 

Mr. GILLETTE. The Senator is cor
rect. They have not been cooperating. 
I shall explain that in a moment. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Let me ask the 
Senator whether these -individuals of 
whom he spoke as having come to Wash
ington came with an organization capa
ble of furnishing the management for 
the corporations which could use the 
grain out of which to make rubber. 

Mr. GILLETTE. In most instances 
they came with a complete prospectus 
and an organization with which to carry 
on. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Did any one such 
organization present itself here? 

Mr. GILLETTE. To the Senate? 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. To the committee. 
Mr. GILLETTE. They have done so, 

and it will appear in the record of the 
hearings. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I wish to get it . 
into this RECORD, because, as I have said, 
the Senator is telling an amazing story. 

Mr. GILLETTE. I refer particularly 
to a group, a cooperative organization, 
from the State of Nebraska, which was 
prepared to put in five plants. They 
were thoroughly organized and the 
money was available. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is the inter
esting point, if I may interrupt the Sen
ator. The Senator says the money was 
available. Did they have the capital? 

Mr. GILLETTE. They raised it. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. How much did 

they raise? 
Mr. GILLETTE. I could not tell the 

amount from memory. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Can the Senator 

say approximately? 
Mr. GILLETI'E. No; I cannot. When 

they were advised that they could not be 
financed from this end, they went home, 
and raised all that was necessary. 

_Mr. O'MAHONEY. All they were told 
was necessary? 

Mr. GILLETTE. Yes; all their engi
neers estimated to be necessary. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I understand from 
the Senator from Mississippi [MP. 
BILBO] that they have retained an engi
neer. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Oh, yes. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. So- the picture we 

have taken here is that of individual citi
zens of the State ·of Nebraska who had 
formed an organization cap:::tble of con
ducting a plant and were applying for a 
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Government loan through the R. F. C. in 
order to produce a very necessary com

·modity by a process which every scien
. tific witness before the committee testi
fied was feasible, and the loan was 
rejected? 

Mr. GILLETTE. That is correct. 
Mr. WHEELER. Not only was the 

loan rejected, but they were turned down 
by the W. P. B. when they applied for 
strategic materials. Is not that correct? 

Mr. GILLETTE. I would not say that 
.the loan was turned down by the R. F. C. 
,They were advised-and I will use the 
name-by Mr. Fraser Moffat, Chief of the· 
Chemical Division of the War Produc-

. tion Board-that money would not be 
forthcoming from any governmental 
agency for the establishment of their 
plants. They went home and raised the 
money, returned to Washington, and 
said, "We have our funds, and we do not 
ask for Government financing." They 
were told, "You cannot have materials. 
We need them in the war effort." They 
went back home and found old plants, 
which they optioned or bought, and again 
returned and said, "We have 90 percent 
of our materials. All we have to have is 
10 percent." The reply was, "I don't 
give a damn if you need only 2 percent." 
~he testimony shows that. That is not 
language I ordinarily use on .the Senate 
floor--

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator is 
under emotional stress, and we will 
excuse him. [Laughter.] 

Mr. GILLETTE. They said, "You can
not have even 2 percent." 

Mr. WHEELER. . That is not the 
Senator's language; that is the language 
that was used by theW. P. B.; is it not? 

Mr. GILLETTE. That is the language 
they were quoted as using. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Let me interrupt 
the Senator long enough to make an ad
ditional comment. The story which he 
tells with respect to the failure of 0. P.M. 
and W. P. B. to cooperate in the develop
ment of new sources for producing mate
rials which are needed is a story as old 
as the establishment of 0: P. M. itself. 
More than a year ago the experts of 
0. P. M. said we had enough aluminum 
with which to fight the war. They were 
wrong. They told us that we could get 
enough rubber for the war. They were 
wrong. They told us that we had enough 
steel to last to provide the needs of the 
Nation in the midst of war. They were 
wrong. 

Members of the Senate and Members 
of the House of Representatives for more 
than a year have been endeavoring to 
bring about the development of raw 
materials. There is a story with respect 
to iron at this . very moment which is 
about to be told. There is pending before 
the subcommittee of the Committee on 
Appropriations handling the Interior De
partment appropr~ation bill a proposal to 
make it possible to utilize the so-called 
sponge-iron process for the manufacture 
of iron which is necessary, not only to 
build warships and tanks and other mu
nitions but to provide the strategic mate
rials for such a plant as that the Senator 
has in mind, as well . as to build a pipe 
line to carry petroleum ·and gasoline from 
:where it is being wasted-in the .Vvest-

to the eastern seaboard States, where it 
is needed, and to furnish the Army and 
the Navy with the gasoline which they 
need in order to win ·the war. But at this 
very moment the effort to secure a test 

· of the sponge-iron process is being re
sisted by those who have investments in 
a different process. 

Those who are interested in the coke
oven· process of producing pig iron do 
not want to see another process even 
tested. I have a feeling that before the 
Interior Department bill shall be passed 
the Senate will approve the estimate. It 
is now pending in the Bureau of the 
Budget, and I am confident that the 
Bureau of the Budget will see the impor
tance, indeed, the absolute necessity, of 
making certain that these processes shall 
be completely tested. 

I am happy to have the Senator make 
this reference, because if the country 
fails to realize the basic truth of what he 
says, the tremendous importance of us
ing agricultural products for the produc
tion of materials which we need, and for 
which agricultural products can readily 
·be used through the advances in chem
istry, when the war shall have ended 
this country will find itself more firmly 
in the grip of monopoly than ever be
fore, and every vestige of the free demo
cratic system for which we are fighting 
this war will have been destroyed by 
reason of the short-sighted, if not selfish, 
attitude of men in theW. P. B. who are 
more interested in preserving the oppor
tunity for large aggregations of capital 
to exploit the people than they are in 
winning the war. I am told that $100,-
000,000,000 has already been given out 
in contracts in this war effort to 300 cor
porations, and little businesses are being 
allowed to die in every State of the 
Union1 because the men who are at the 
head of this effort have not been willing 
to listen to suggestions such as 'the Sen
ator's committee has made for the utili
zation of these materials. 

I hope the Senator from Iowa will not 
weaken in the fight. I know him well 
enough to know he will not do so. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I am 
very appreciative of the contribution 
made by the Senator from Wyoming. 

· He has painted the picture of what faces 
this country infinitely more clearly than 
I could have done. When I answered the 
Senator's question as to whether the 
W. P. B. had refused to cooperate in 
bringing agriculture into the picture, I 
qualified my statement, and I will tell 
why. After some effort, we had a rep
resentative of rubber from the War Pro
duction Board come before the commit
tee last Friday, and he very frankly 
stated that he was ready and anxious to 
see agriculture brought into the picture, 
and read a statement to that effect. I 
asked him, "When did you prepare that 
statement?" He said, "Yesterday." That 
man had l>egged off from coming before 
the committee for 2 weeks, but on the 
day before he came before the commit
tee he made a statement of willingness 
to bring agriculture into the picture and 
to utilize wheat and corn in the produc
tion of synthetic rubber, and he prepared 
his statement, as he said, yesterday for 
the purpose of making it before the com-

mittee. That ·deathbed repentance is 
agreeable to me if they only will bring 
agriculture into the picture. The sur
plus will then disappear within a few 
months' time. Not only do we have a 
surplus at present but it is a recurring 
surplus year after ye~r. 

We have a need, and failure to supply 
it will jeopardize the entire war effort. 
We have a most dire need. Today the 
United States has the only· rubber stock 
pile, not only for our own use but for the 
use of our Allies. We cannot get natural 
rubber in time to be of use in the war 
effort. It takes time to develop ·produc
tion of natural rubber. We have possi
bilities for production of synthetic rub~ 
-ber, and there is agreement concerning 
those possibilities. There is no differ
erence of opinion with respect to them. 
There is some difference of opinion as to 
the matter of chemical processes but no 
difference with respect to the net result. 

Mr. President, if I had known when I 
rose to speak that I would go off on this 
tangent I would have brought with me 
some samples of synthetic rubber to show 
the Senate the article which has been 
produced from corn and wheat. There 
are scattered around in Germany on 
farms some 36,000 small plants which 
utilize potatoes and rye for the produc:
tion of synthetic rubber and the produc
tion of alcohol · to be used for power. 
There were 1,600 such small pla-nts ex
isting in Poland up to the time of the 
invasion of Poland by Germany. The 
committee attempted to have appear be
fore it th€ Polish scientist who perfected 
the process for producing synthetic rub
·ber from potatoes and rye. When we 
attempted to reach him we learned that 
he was at the Government experimental 
laboratory in Peoria. We called up to 
learn if he was there, and we received a 
reply that he had received a telegram 
from Washington advising him to leave 
there and keep his mouth shut. · We 
found that those who told him to leave 
and keep his mouth shut were the bonest 
people who wanted to get agriculture into 
-this picture, but were t_andicapped by 
agencies here which were preventing 
agriculture from being given considera
tion. They had to keep him under cover. 
They had to pull him out by subterfuge. 
They had to hide him in Philadelphia so ' 
that the upper · classmen, the officers of 
some of these agencies, would not know 
where he was hidden. They brought him 
into this country by way of Rio de Ja
neiro. They sneaked him in. It is a 
romance, but it is a sordid romance. 

There is much talk about agricultural 
surpluses, and much talk about our pres
ent need. Mr. President, I want help for 
the committee to which I have referred. 
I.t does not need monetary help. I have 

. already said that it has more money than 
it needs, but I want every Senator to get 
behind this program. We· have reached 
such a point in this country that the need 
could not be more acute or more dire. 
We find $650,000,000 allocated to the pe
troleum industry, but not one nickel allo
cated to agriculture. We find an abso
lute refusal to give a nickel to agriculture. 
Agriculture is ready to produce for our 
greatest need, and asks the Government 
to release only one-tenth of the critical 
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_.materials necessary to build the plants. 
Agriculture, with existing facilities, is 
ready to produce 200,000 tons of rubber; 
yet we find that up until J'"~,st Thursday 
those in control absolutely refused to let 
agriculture take any part. 

Mr. President, we have had the mis
.fortune in the last few weeks of seeing 
the President of the United States being 
circumvented and bypassed in the move 
which he attempted to make in the war 
effort, by some of those who ha.ve set 
themselves in position of authority and 
dominance, and who put forward their 
special interests, in violation of the ex
press wishes of the President of the 
United States. I do not accuse these men 
of lack of patriotism; they are just as 
patriotic in the main as you or I; but 
when a man in one of the departments 
is drawing $10,000 a year from the United 
States Government, and at the same 
time drawing $45,000 a year from a pri
vate interest, when the Government's in
terests and the private interests clash 
head on, who will he represent? 

I care not how honest and honorable 
he may be. I care not how sincerely he 
wishes to be fair; as between the Gov
ernment and the private institutions he 
cannot in such circumstances be _ fair. 
There is not a judge on the bench any
where who would not disqualify himself 
from hearing a case involving interests 
in which he was specifically and person
ally interested. Yet these men ask for 
the privilege of deciding whether agri
culture shall have a chance. 

l\1r. President, I wish the President of 
the United States would create a co
ordinator to handle the situation, and do 
away with advisory boards. I think that 
is one of the most essential things to be 
done at this time: God knows it is essen
tial. I wish Senators could realize how 
essential it is. I wish the President of 
the United States would tomorrow set 
up· a coordinator, and get away from 
advisory boards, advisory boards, if you 
please, of the type of a 23-member bJard. 
which advised the Government to con
sent to settle a one-and-a-half-billion
dollar damage suit against its members. 
Twenty-two of the 23 members were de
fendants in the suit. They advised the 
Government to settle the suit, and the 
Government settled it. What has been 
dore in that connection is past and gone. 
That is water which has gone under the 
bridge. That case was ended by a con
sent decree. It is a matter of court rec
ord. How could any board, 22 of whose 
23 members were defendants in a suit to 
recover one and one-half billion dollars, 
act in an impartial way in recommending 
what the Government ought to do. I 
hope the President does not allow such a 
situation to continue. 

I hope the President will set up this 
program for agriculture immediately, 
and, Senators, I bespe~k support on be
half of my committee so that action may 
be brought about, not merely for the ben
efit of agriculture alone, though I am 
convinced the institution of the program 
we propose for agriculture would solve 
our difficulty for all time. The program 
will be of benefit not alone to agricul
ture, but to the United States of America, 
to her institutions, her philosophies, her 

people, and her future. The things which 
are so dear to every one of us are being 
jeopardized by selfish interests, though 
not intentionally. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GILLETTE. I yield. 
Mr. WHEELER. The Senator from 

Iow·a is more familiar than I am with the 
whole situation, and remembers the flg
u: ~s which have been brought out in con
nection with the hearings. It was stated 
at first that a certain amount of alcohol 
was needed for the war effort, and that 
that amount would be all the alcohol 
needed. Then witnesses appeared before 
the committee who said that at least one
third more alcohol was needed. Now the 
statement is made that much more alco
hol is needed. I wish to say that every 
word the Senator from Iowa has uttered 
on the floor of the Senate is absolutely 
correct, and is in accordance with the 
testimony which has come before our 
committEe. 

Mr. President, I do not wish to ques
tion the patriotism of some men, but we 
find that the adviser to the R. F. C. is a 
man who has been and is now connected 
with the Mellon Institute. I do not ques
tion his patriotism, but Senators must 
remember that the Mellon Institute is 
supported to a large extent by the oil 
interests, and he is ohe of those who have 
been advising what should be done about 
rubber. 

When we tried to pin it down to a par
ticular department or board, each one 
gave us the "run-around" and said that 
some other board was responsible. It 
was impossible to tie it down to any re
sponsible person in the Government, 
because each one "passed the buck" to the 
other. 

When we asked this man to come and 
testify before the committee he did not 
give us any information which the world 
could not have known; and yet it was 
insisted that his testimony should be 
given behind closed doors, in executive 
session, because otherwise some military 
secret might be revealed. If he gave any 
testimony which was not already known 
to every expert in the country I do not 
know what it was. He is one o.f the men 
who has been advising with reference to 
the rubber situation. If we are to get 
anything· done in carrying on a successful 
production of many of these materials we 
cannot have a dozen different boards 
overlapping one another, each one "pass
ing the buck" to the other. 

A few moments ago I referred to the 
wheat situation. We have been discus
sing the sale of surplus wheat. The Gov
ernment now has a great amount of 
surplus wheat on hand. If it needs rub
ber badly it can use the wheat which it 
owns, and on which it is going to take a 
loss. It can build plants to make indus
trial alcohol and butadiene much more 
quickly and cheaply than by giving the 
money to the oil companies. Such plants 
can be spotted around the country so as 
to be of permanent benefit to the farmers, 
not only during the war but after the 
war. 

One of the leading chemists of this 
country, a man of vast experience, testi
fied before the committee this morning. 

He said that if the chemists were given 
some help they would be able to produce 
rubber in the United States more cheaply 
than natural rubber could be obtained 
from foreign countries. 

That is the reason I stated the other 
day that the Department Qf Agriculture 
had been "asleep at the swltch." We 
have been appropriating hundreds of 
millions of dollars every year-sometimes 
as much as $1,000,000,000-for the De
partment of Agriculture. 

The only thing with which it has come 
forward to help the ·farmer has been a 
plan to say to the farmer, "We will pay 
you to cut down the acreage of your 
product so as to raise the price." That 
statement applies not only to this ad
ministration, but to every administra
tion during the past 50 years. 

We look upon some of the other coun
tries as being backward. What do we 
find? As the Senator pointed out, we 
find that Poland had set up industrial 
alcohol plants so as to use the grains 
produced by the farmers. Germany and 
Russia are doing the same thing. Be
cause of the hold which some of the 
monopolies have had upon the political 
and economic life of this country such 
industries have not been encouraged in 
the United States. That is the reason 
we find ourselves today without the 
necessary materials successfully to carry 
on the production of war material's. We 
boast of our intelligence, when the people 
in many of the so-called backward coun'
tries have gone much further toward 
solving their problems than we have. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I am 
very grateful to the Senator from Mon
tana. He made one reference which 
stimulates an associated train of thought. 

When representatives came from the 
agricultural sections and got in contact 
with the Chemicals Division of the War 
Production Board they were told that 
grain could not come into the picture, 
because there were available ample_sup
plies of blackstrap molasses, the residue 
from the refining of sugar. When that 
product disappeared from the market 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
went into the Cuban market and bough.t 
1,200,000 long tons of cane sugar to pre
vent its being refined, thus bringing 
about a sugar shortage on the east coast. 

We were faced with rationing of sugar 
when we had supplies of grain which 
could have been used for the production 
of alcohol. Later a portion of that sugar 
was released; but the fact remains that 
after the farmers were told that grain 
was not needed, and that we had all the 
alcohol we needed, the R. F. C. optioned 
or took possession of 1,200,000 long tons 
of Cuban cane which could and should 
have been utilized in the production of 
sugar. Some of the grain should have 
been utilized in the production of alcohol. 

A little while ago I referred to a certain 
gentleman by name. I am not accusing 
him of lack of patriotism; but the fact 
remains that he made the statements to 
which I have referred. If my memory 
correctly serves me, he had been vice 
president of the United States Distiliers 
Corporation, which was owned and con
trolled by the Air Reduction Corporation, 
which in turn was owned and controlled 
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by the Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey. 
He was in a position to make the deci
sions with reference to this matter, and 
did make them. 

This country has been shut off from 
450,000 tons of cassava-type starches 
which we formerly obtained from the 
Dutch Indies, and which we desperately 
need. In western Kansas, western Ne
braska, Wyoming, and Oklahoma, we 
have a type of sorghum from which it is 
said 25 percent of our starch require
ments can be supplied. In the same 
plants alcohol can be produced for 10 
cents a gallon from the residue. There 
is not a nickle available for the assist
ance of such plants. 

The farmers in my State and in sev
eral of the other Midwestern States have 
been asked to expand their production 
of soybeans in .order that we may take 
up the slack caused by lack of copra 
and other sources of oils referred to by 
the Senator from Georgia a moment ago. 
The farmers have responded. The seed 
is in the ground. The expanded produc
tion is now growing; but not a nickel has 
been allocated to processing plants. The 
suggestion has been made that possibly 
the soybeans will be movetl from Ne
braska, Illinois, Iowa, Missouri, Michi
gan, and Ohio to processing plants in 
California, and the finished product will 
then be brought back, using hundreds 
upon hundreds of freight cars, at a cost 
·of $475,000 in freight charges for one of 
such plants. 

That is the picture; and it is not a 
pretty one. It is not a pleasant one. I 
am glad that I digressed long enough to 
present the picture. In the face of the 
situation which confronts us in this war 
effort, I plead with Senators to join with 
those who have been doing this ver~ 
wonderful work. The members of m~ 
committee are not alone. The Truman 
committee has done superb work. The 
work of my committee was specifically 
connected with the utilization of farm 
products. · 

I plead with Senators to come to the 
support of agriculture and bring it into 
the picture so that it may take part in 
'the war effort. In that event the farm 
surpluses of wheat and corn will dis
appear overnight. · As I suggested a little 
while ago to the Senator from Georgia, 
if this amendment should be adopted 
there would be no limitation whatever 
on the amount of grains which could be 
sold for alcohol. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GILLETTE. I yield. 
Mr. RUSSELL. I am heartily in ac

cord with what the Senator says about 
alcohol; and after the committee amend
ment shall have been disposed of I pro
pose to offer an amendment which would 
clarify the word "alcohol" by adding 
"ethyl alcohol, butyl alcohol, acetone, or 
rubber" so that there may be no ques
tion as to the use of surpluses for the 
manufacture of alcohol and rubber. 

Mr. GILLETTE. I thank the Senator. 
If the Senate should so far forget itself 
as to adopt the committee amendment, I 
think the amendment which he has sug
gested would be very helpful. 

Mr. President, before I take my seat I 
should like to say a word by way of 
resume of what I have said. 

Today. there is an expression of opinion 
by more than two-thirds of the Senate 
prohibiting the Commodity Credit Cor
poration from destroying the farm struc
ture built on a parity relationship. There 
has been a vote of 100 percent on the 
House side to the same effect. In the 
face of such an expression of opinion, if 
the Commodity Credit Corporation wants 
to ~ell wheat or corn to dairy farmers in 
the northeast section, it has a perfect 
right to do so. It has done so, at a re
turn of 4 cents a bushel. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation 
wants Congress to go on record as re
versing itself in its 10-year position in 
the effort to bring the agricultural indus
try into a parity relationship with other 
~?dustries. It wants to be able to say, 
. You told us to use the surpluses and de
stroy the price structure. You told us 
to use them for the purpose of undermin
ing and sapping the structure of protec
tion which was built up for agriculture." 

I will never give my permission to de
stroy what we have done over a 10-year 
period. As I previously stated, whether 
or not the amendment is adopted, I in
tend to move to strike out the provision. 
It is window dressing. Its only purpose 
is to ask the Congress to reverse itself, 
so that the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion may point to such action as its au
thority for destroying the farmers' posi
tion. 

Let me say, in amplification of what 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. LucAs] 
said in speaking of those who have 
worked together for the whole farm in
dustry, that it is a long lane that has no 
turning. 

The situation which will face wheat 
today if such influences are left in the 
control of some of the executive agencies 
will face cotton, peanuts, rice, and to~ 
bacco, and Senators will point to the rec
ord which has been made in abandon
ing the principles which they have es
tablished and · supported-abandoning 
them in the face of a very real exigency, 
it is true, but an exigency in which under 
the law such agencies have full and com
plete authority to dispose of the com
modity wherever they want to, on any 
basis on which they want to, without ac
tion oi the United States Senate. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President 
will the Senator yield for a question? ' 

Mr. GILLETTE. Yes; I am glad to 
yield. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Let me ask the 
Senator to explain more fully exactly 
what he proposes to do. A moment ago 
he said he was not concerned with re
spect to the action which may be taken 
upon the committee amendment, and 
that if the committee amendment should 
be agreed to he would later move to strike 
out the whole provision. What does he 
propose to move to strike out, if that is 
his purpose? 

Mr. GILLETTE. I am glad to explain. 
My motion, which is on the desk, will be 
in line 9, on page 80, after the word 
"amended," to change the colon to a 
period, and to strike out all the re-

mainder, to the bottom of the page, in
cluding line 25. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Then is it the pur
pose of the· Senator's proposed amend
ment to close the door to any sale below 
parity by a Government authority? 

Mr. GILLETTE. No. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. What is the Sen

ator's purpose? 
Mr. GILLETTE. The authority to 

make such sales would be left wide open, 
as it 'is today. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Oh, yes. 
Mr. GILLETTE. There is no limita

tion to it. The Senate has gone on rec
ord in a substantive proposal which was 
presented here by my former "compa
triots," who 'deserted me unintentionally 
and against their wishes. Four of us 
joined in presenting to the Senate a sub
stantive proposal prohibiting the agen
cies from selling the commodities at bP
low the parity price, and thus depressing 
the market. That measure was passeci 
by the Senate by more than a two-thirds 
vote; but the House has not acted upon 
it. The House put in this appropriation 

, bill a prohibition against sales being 
made below parity price, in the hope that 
the President would not veto it, if he had 

· any intention of opposing anything ·of 
the kind. That, however, is a mere ex
pression of opinion. ·The House has put 
in an appropriation bill a provision pro
hibiting such sales at below the parity .. 
price. 

The committee has brought in a mod
ified version of the proposal. Its version 
provides that sales can be made below 
the parity price, provided wheat is not 
sold below the parity price of corn. 

If all the provision is stricken out, as 
I shall move to do, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, and the Agricultural Mar
keting Administration, which today ex
ercises the functions of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, will have exactly the 
authority which they have now. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Let me interrupt 
the Senator in order to ask if it is his 
theory that, in the event the Senate 
should strike out this provision for which 
he first urged Senate support, the Com
modity Credit Corporation and the Sur
plus Marketing Administration would 
not exercise that power. 

Mr. GILLETTE. I do not know 
whether they would exercise it or whether 
they would not exercise it. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. But the Senator 
says they will have the power which they 
now have. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Yes. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator says 

they still will have the power to sell at 
any price at which they choose to sell. 

Mr. GILLETTE. The Senate has said, 
"Y au should not exercise the power 
which you now have." · 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is correct. 
Mr. GILLETTE. We have said it by 

a substantial vote. While I did not con
tribute much to it, I fought for it, along 
with those who at the present time are 
deserters. I fought with them for that 
provision; and the House has gone on 
record regarding it. But today there is 
no legislation which prohibits the exer-
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cise of such power and there will not be 

• any if this amendment be agreed to. 
If the provision is stricken out, the 

agency will be in the same position as 
that in which they were before, but they 
will be faced with the expression of opin
ion by both bodies of the Congress, an 
expression to the effect that they should 
not exercise that privilege. It would 
amount to the expression of an opinion. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. But, Mr. Presi
dent, since the ·House Appropriations 
Committee suggested, and the House ap
parently without dissent or serious divi
sion directed, that no sales should be 
made below parity, if the Senator now 
induces the Senate to follow him and to 
dest roy the prohibition which has been 
sent over to us by the House , will he not 
then be fighting against the very prin
ciple for which he has so eloquently and 
ably argued here today? 

Mr. GILLETTE. I hope the Senator 
from Iowa is not inconsistent in the po
sition he has taken. If the Senator from 
Wyoming had done me the honor to 
listen to me when I first started to speak, 
perhaps he would better understand the 
position I take. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Let me say tha t 
I came to the floor of the Senate as soon 
as I heard the accents of the Senator's 
eloquent voice. 

Mr. GILLETTE. I assure the Senator 
that he lost nothing. I simply wanted to 
call attention to the fact that I stated 
that had this measure come here with 
the House IJrovision in it, a provision 
which I thought was ineffectual except 
as an expression of opinion inasmuch as 
it simply prohibits the administrative 
use of the funds in connection with the 
disposal of these ~urpluses--

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Of course, that is 
the only way the Appropriations Com
mittee of the House could act, without 
suspending the rule. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Yes; and I said, that 
however ineffectual I might have thought 
it to be, I would have made no objection 
to it, because it. was an expression of 
opinion and would have value only a-s an 
expression of opinion. All the House did 
was agree to an expression of opinion, 
instead of taking actfon on the substan
tive measure which we sent to the other 
body. 

I would have had no objection; but our 
friends have brought in a proposal for a 
very substantial change, abandoning the 
very principle for which we have fought. 
If that proposal is agreed to-and I ex
pect it will be agreed to-I shall im
mediately move-

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, the 
Senator should not be a defeatist. The 
Senator should not concede the battle 
while he is making it so ably. 

Mr . GILLETTE. Of course, I have no 
intention of being a defeatist; but several 
times in my life-in my family affairs, 
in courts, and in parliamentary bodies
! have had the misfortune to contend for 
certain · measures, and I found that I was 
defeated by my wife, by the judge, and 
by my colleagues in the legislative bodies. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am sure that in 
every such case in which the Senator suf
fered defeat he went into the battle be-

lieving that he should be defeated. I do 
not think he believes that now. 

Mr. GILLETTE. I am sure the Senator 
does not. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Then, Mr. Presi
dent, let me ask the Senator whether his 
argument is directed against the imme
diate amendment in lines 23 to 25, at the 
bottom of page 80, the proviso permit
ting the sale of 125,000,000 bushels of 
wheat. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Of course, I am defi
nitely opposed to that amendment; be
cause that would destroy the thing for 
which we have contended. Flrst of all, 
it would permit the sale of corn at below 
a parity price; and the Senator from Ala
bama [Mr. BANKHEAD], the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAS], and others of 
us contended and fought for the p-arity 
price, and had the endorsement of the 
Senate by a vote of 50 to 23 for main
taining the position at parity rather than 
at 85 percent. The amendment would not 
only permit the sale of corn at 85 per
cent of parity, using Government sur
pluses to drive down the price, but it 
would permit the sale of wheat at below 
a parity price for wheat, which is $1.13 a 
-bushel; it would permit the driving down 
of the price of wheat to 82.3 cents, which 
is the parity price of corn. Not only 
that, let me say to the Senator, but our 
position as corn farmers would be an 
adjustment position. I want the Senator 
to listen to what I am aoout to say, be
cause I shall repeat the one thing I have 
said which may be worth listening to. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I do not agree 
with that. 

Mr. GILLETTE. I want the Senator 
to listen. The position of the corn farm
er, the adjustment of his production, 
and the estimated needs of our whole 
farm program, are based on the assump
tion that he has a feeding market. By 
agreeing to the amendment, the Senate 
would not only be allowing the agencies 
to destroy the market by selling Govern
ment-controlled surpluses which were
taken off the market in order to support 
it, but it would be allowing them to 
bring in a competitive grain to be sold- at 
40 cents below the parity price for such 
grain, 30 cents below its own 85-percent 
parity position, and they would be al
lowed to take over the market on the 
basis on which our production and con
sumption were adjusted. It is absolute
ly impossible to do such a thing unless it 
is desired to destroy the whole farm pro-
gram. ~ 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, let 
me ask another question, if the Senator 
will yield to me. Am I to understand 
that the Senator feels that the producers 
of corn would not agree to the proviso 
which the chairman of the agricultural 
subcommittee intends to offer to the 
committee amendment, reading as fol
lows: 

Provided further, That no grain shall be 
sold for feed at a price less than 85 percent 
of the parity price of corn at the time such 
sale is made. 

Does the Senator wish to convey to the 
Senate the impression that the producers 
of corn are opposed to that provision, 
too? 

Mr. GILLETTE. They are opposed to 
any provision which would allow an 
agency of the United States Govern
ment-a government which is assisting 
them in a program to support their mar
ket and to take surpluses out of the mar
ket-to use the same surpluses to under
sell the market and to drive it down. Let 
me go further and say that they are op
posed to bringing in a commodity which 
was not envisioned when their production 
was adjusted to the consumptive needs. 
The programs for cotton, wheat, and 
everything else are based on that adjust
ment. They are opposed to allowing the 
bringing in of a competitive commodity 
to destroy their market and to have sales 
made at below the parity position for 
corn. 

They are opposed to that-selfishly. it 
is true. I am speaking as a representa
tive of the corn-producing · community, 
but the issue is far broader than that. I 
can say with considerable truth that the 
talting of such a step would result in de
stroying 10 years of effort of this Nation 
and of the Democratic Party. · 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr . President, let · 
me ask one other question. The argu
ment in support of the authority of the 
Government to sell the surplus stacks is 
that it is necessary for the prGduction of 
foodstuffs which we need in order to win 
the war, and that it is the patriotic duty 
of agricultural producers to ·submit to 
such sales. What does the Senator say 
about that? 

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, there 
is no sacrifice the farmers of Iowa and 
all the other States would not make for 
the war effort; but, as I have said over 
and over again, we are reversing our
selves on an advantage they now have, 
giving legislative sanction to the reversal 
and abandoning our position, which it is 
not necessary for us to do. 

The Department can go ahead and sell 
the grain for alcohol at any price they 
want; they car. now sell it for 2 cents a 
bushel, if they want to do so, but· when 
they · do it, when they utilize the sur
pluses to destroy a parity position, I do 
not want them to say, "Congress aban
doned its previous attitude in the ques
tion and told us to do as we have done." 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I thank the Sen
ator. 

ExHIBIT A 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 

Washington, D. C., May 15, 1942. 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 

Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR SENATOR: We are keenly disap

pointed that the agricultural appropriation 
bill as reported to the Senate h as been modi
fied so as to permit the unlimited release of 
corn for feed and the release of 125,000,000 
bushels. of wheat for feeding purposes, with
out any price limitation.. 

This proposal violates the action taken by 
t h e Senate by more than t wo-thirds vote in 
the passage of S. 2255 and the action taken 
later by the House by more than 2-to-1 vote 
in adopting a provision in the agricultural 
appropriation bill which h ad a similar ob-
jective. · 

The objective of organ ized agriculture 
and-we had reason to believe-the objec
tive of Congress and the administration has 
been to encourage the stabilization of price 
levels of basic farm commodities at parity 
levels. We regard this action as a great step 
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backward, in that it will undoubtedly have 
a depressing and demoralizing effect upon 
the price level of feed grains. Any policy of 
Government which h as for its purpose the 
deliberate attempt to hold down the price of 
feed grain substantially below parity will in 
the early future have a similar influence upon 
the price level of all livestock and livestock 
products. It will also nave the effect of 
destroying justified confidence in the parity
price objective of the Federal Government 
for farm commodities. It will tend to result 
in sectionalism and disunity of agriculture 
because of the failure to provide comparable 
protection for all commodities. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation, 
after conferring with farm leaders from 
Wheat and Corn Belts, recommended an 
amendment to this bill that would limit the 
release of Government~owned or controlled 
wheat at a price not less than the parity 
price for corn and then only in such amounts 
as would not have the effect of depressing 
the basic corn market below parity levels. 

We, therefore, urge that this bill be 
amended on page 80 by striking out the 
word "or" in line 19 and inserting th.e word 
and", and by inserting a comma after the 
word "purposes" in line 25 and adding the 
following: "but at not less than the parity 
price for corn." 

We z:espectfully urge your support of this 
amendment. We are counting on Congress · 
to keep faith with farmers in protecting the 
parity:..price principle. 

Sincerely yours, 
Enw. A. O'NEAL, President. 

April 15, 194.2, price situation-Corn 
· and wheat 

Cents per 
Wheat: bushel 

United States parity price _________ 133 . 5 
85 percent of parity ______________ 113. 5 
Average farm price_______________ 99. 7 

Corn: 
United States parity price_________ 96. 9 
85 percent of parity______________ 82.3 
Average farm price_______________ 79. 7 

Source: Midmonth Local Market Price Re
port, Bureau of Agricultural Economics, U. S. 
Department of Agriculture, April 29, 1942. 

April 15, 1942, price situation-Hogs 
and cattle 

Per 
hundred-

Hogs: weight 
United States parity price _______ $10. 98 
Average farm price_____________ 13.48 

Cattle: 
United States parity price_______ 8. 18 
Average farm price_____________ 10. 71 

Beef steers at Chicago: 
Choice and Prime: 

Parity equivalent----------~ 13.33 
Reported average price______ 15. 56 

Good: 
Parity equivalent___________ 12. 02 
Reported average price______ 13 . 70 

Medium: 
Parity equivalent___________ 10. 72 
Reported average price______ 11. 96 

Common: 
Parity equivalent___________ 9. 41 
Reported average price______ 10. 27 

Hog-corn ratio now. extremely favorable to 
hog growers; unfavorable to corn growers 

The 1909-14, or parity hog-corn ratio 
(number of bushels of corn which 
can be purchased wit h the price of 
100 pounds of live hogs) was_______ 11:5 

The 1940 hog-corn ratio was_________ 9:4 
The 1941 hog-corn ratio was________ 14:2 
The April 1942 hog-corn ratio was____ 16:9 
The April 1942 average farm price of 

hogs was (per hundredweight) ____ $13 . 48 
If corn had been selling ·at parity, the 

April 1942 hog-corn ratio · would 
have been------------------------ 13:9 

Hog producers would have still enjoyed an · 
extremely favorable feeding ratio if corn 
prices had been at parity in April. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I am glad 
to express my appreciation of the en
lightened and patriotic contribution of 
the Senator from Iowa. Personally, I be
lieve ~hat his committee has done a great 
work,· and it should be given our whole
hearted support. 

Mr. President, I am moved at this point 
to participate, as justly as I know how 
in what the President described to Con~ 
gress nearly 3 weeks ago as "our effort to 
be fair in all phases of price control." 

Surely, there is not one of us who was 
not in agreement with tlie President when 
he_ g.eclared to us on April 27 that "safe
guarding our economy at·home is the very 
least that our soldiers, sailors, and ma
rines have a right to expect of us civilians 
in government, in industry, on the farms, 
and in other walks of life." 

I should be derelict in my responsibility 
if I were to encourage any group in our 
·society to follow the course of special ad
vantage. 

I should betray the confidence of the 
people of my State if I were to sanction 
unequal sacrifice. 

We are all in agreement, then, in hold
ing to a common major premise: That 
there is a compelling necessity today for 
sacrifice of personal and group ambitions 
which are not .in tune with the military 
and economic imperatives for the com
mon welfare of all of our people, and 
that such sacrifice must be made in equal 
share by all groups, with special advan
tage to none. 

But government itself, being by nature 
composed of men, must also be considered 
as a group with ambitions-as much so 
as labor, or farm, or management. If it 
is our binding duty to guarantee equi
table postponement of the special ambi
tions of all groups in our society, as 
indeed it is, then it behooves the group 
known a's government not to determine 
the degree of sacrifice by other groups in 
accord with its own special ambitions of 
a • more normal day, but, indeed, it 
behooves the group known as govern
ment to sacrifice its own ambitions in the 
common fire. 

Unfortunately, however, none but the 
government group can determine the 
amount of sacrifice to be made, or npt to 
be made, by the government group itself. 
Yet it is also to the government group 
that remains the power of deciding what 
sacrifices must be made by the labor 
group, the management group, and the 
other groups, including the farm group. 
It is to be hoped that the government 
group will not seek largely to serve its 
own long-term desires in its determina
tion of what sacrifices shall not be made 
by some groups and what sacrifices shall 
be made by the farm group, which, after 
all, has no voice but the Congress of the 
United States. 

Farmers are not happy about receiving 
parity-payment checks from the Govern
ment. They will welcome the day when 
parity is attained through the operation 
of economic laws rather than by subsidy. 
I have received scores of pledge cards 
signed by farmers in my own State 

declaring that patriotism forbids them 
accepting Government checks for farm • 
benefits of any kind during the war. 

We are not here concerned with what 
gains it would be nice for the farmer to 
make. There has been too little concern 
with the elements which would make for 
real farm stability, but this is ·not the 
time for their discussion. We should be 
concerned here, however, with whether 
the farmer is being asked to make more 
than his share of sacrifice. 

For neariy 9 years-

The President reminded us on April 
27-
it has been the policy of the Government to 
seek an objective known as parity-farm 
prices that give the farmer an assurance of 
equality in individual purchasing power with 
his fellow Americans who work in industry. 

And he added the recommendation 
that far·m prices be permitted · to rise to 
parity, but not in excess thereof. " 

If it were not for a confusion of two 
distinct senses in -which the term "parity" 
is here used, there could be no basis of 
argument. No fair-minded American 
can insist that farm prices should be per
mitted to rise above parity, if parity 
means equali~y in individual purchasing 
},.lower. But·when those who wish to keep 
farm prices at parity use the term, they 
are not speaking of equality in individual 
purchasing power. Rather, they. are 
speaking of an arbitrary -ratio between 
farm and industrial prices of 1909-14. 

But prices the farmer must pay for his 
purchases today are in reality higher 
than in the period from 1909 to 1914. 
They were ~7 percent higher on February 
15; 50 percent higher on .March 15; and 
51 percent higher on April 15. 

Mr. President, it will be argued that the 
artificial parity concept is flexible; that 
parity prices are now adjusted so as to 
remove that discrepancy; that for every 
dollar the farmer got for his crops be
tween 1909 and 1914, he now gets $1.51. 
But, even at best, this only means that 
the farmer is still enabled theoretically 
to buy the necessities comparable today 
to those he needed 30 years ago. It does 
not mean that his ability to buy War 
Bonds, or drive to town for his sugar ra
tion, or to meet his enormously increased 
wartime taxes is thus placed on a parity 
with the comparable ability of the other 
segments of society. The artificial 
parity arbitrarily determined by condi
tions 30 years ago keeps pace, then, with 
only some, not all, of the aspects of the 
farmer's subsistence life today. 

Suppose for a moment that a Roman 
farmer of 251 B. C. was better able to 
buy his plow and seed than a Roman 
farmer of 271 B. C. or 231 B. C. Does it 
follow that Mussolini's multiplication of 
the farm prices of 251 B. C. by the com
modity index of 1942 would give the 
Italian farmer parity today under the 
definition of "equality in purchasing 
power"? 

Making due allowance for the adjust
able sliding scale, it remains true that 
when the farmer asks, in some instances, 
for as high as 110 percent of yesterday's 
parity, he asks no more than the Presi
dent says he should receive when the 
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President defines parity as "equality in 
purchasing power" today. Parity under 
the 1909-14 definition is decidedly sub
parity. under the President's definition. 

It is precisely because I agreed, and still 
agree, with the President's recent defini
tion of parity, that I was opposed in 1933, 
and am still opposed today, to gearing 
American agriculture to a wholly artificial 
parity determined by conditions of 30 
years ago. 

The expressed objective of the admin
istration's farm policy was to raise and 
hold agricultural prices above worlli lev
els. Its means to that objective have 
been production contrpls, commodity 
loans, surplus commodity purchases, ex
port subsidies·, and marketing quotas. 

In a nation confronted with conditions 
which could not always wait for perfect 
theories, some of these mechanisms un
doubtedly have served valid short-time 
purposes; but even their sincerest de
fenders must admit that they have been 
price techniques suited only to an under
lying philosophy of scarcity. Because 
scarcity is artificial and plenty is natural, 
these techniques led to increased, rather 
than decreased, surpluses-while at the 
same time discouraging natural develop
ment of new outlets for the surpluses 
with which the farmer was thus saddled. 

Nor were these techniques attaining 
the goal even of an out-of-date concept 
of parity. For, just prior to the outbreak 
of war, the prices of veal, lamb, chicken, 
beef, and wool, which were unrestricted 
by Government, averaged 94.5 percent of 
parity, while the prices of corn, cotton, 
hogs, and wheat, restricted by Govern
ment, averaged only less than 56 percent 
of parity. 

It was arrued by those who said they 
favored parity prices for the farmer that 
farm curtailment would serve to main
tain farm prices, just as curtailment in 
industry served to maintain industrial 
prices. But it was overlooked that in
dustry could make up for curtailment by 
dismissing labor, or reducing labor's 
wages, whereas the farmer, for the most 
part, was his own labor, and could hardly 
find salvation by cutting himself off his 
own pay roll. 

There was, and is, only one answer, of 
course, for both farmer and labor 1 and 
that is increased, rather than decreased, 
production. In arguing that crop cur
tailment would maintain farm prices as· 
industrial curtailment maintained indus
trial prices, defe_nders of that farm pro
gram were offering the final proof that 
theirs was a philosophy of scarcity. For 
loss of industrial labor means less market 
for farm crops, and less farm production 
means still less industrial production. 
On the other hand, increased farm pro
duction and the use of farm surpluses as 
the raw materials of industry, made 
possible by the genius of p!ant genetics 
and organic chemist ry, mean more labor 
in industry and still more farm produc
tion for food as well as for industrial use. 

It has not yet been officially recognized 
that neither agriculture nor labor pre
sents an isolated problem in itself which 
can be solved by isolated solutions. So 
long as we persist in this sor t of domestic 
isolationism, 20,000,000 Americans can be 
expected to remain in the tragic position 

of having no more than 15 cents a day to 
spend on food, as was the case in 1939, 
and the farmers, who constitute one
fourth of our population, can be ,expected 
to remain in their tragic position of pos
sessing only one-eighth of the national 
income, as was the case in 1940 and 1941, 
because their fellow Americans who work 
in industry cannot afford what they want 
to eat. 

It is to be hoped that when the war 
is past we shall move on toward such a 
common-sense philosophy of plenty, and 
ignore forever the old, discordant melo
dies of scarcity which have fooled us be
cause they poured forth froni new juke 
boxes. 

Just now we are engaged in a war 
which bids us forget for the present our 
self-interested determinations for the 
future. ·we are fighting to preserve the 
opportunity to repair past mistakes and 
to inaugurate future improvements in 
our own way. ·These hopes will not mat
ter if we do not win the opportunity to 
realize them. 

So we must sacrifice now-all of uS
management, labor and farm. 

Management is asked to forget busi
ness as usual. 

Labor is asked .to confine its demands 
to the restricted economy in which it 
now operates, and to postpone its de
'mands for the new system of plenty 
which promises so much. 

The farmer is asked to postpone reali
zation of the new society in which farm 
and labor alike stand to gain so much by 
the increased use of farm crops to ex
pand industry. 

Those are the sacrifices-and they are 
real sacrifices-which we must make. 
They are made willingly by all. But, as 
well as sacrificing our desires for the 
justice of plenty, we must also be certain 
that our sacrifices under present condi
tions are also made equally by all groups. 

Fortunately, most groups can at least 
be certain that their sacrifices have been 
comparable. Fortunately for the Nation, 
labor has not been deterred, amid rising 
costs of living, from seeking a parity sub
sistence determined in 1942, not in 1909 
or 1914. Unfortunately for the Nation, 
however, it is now urged by some that the 
farmer be prevented from operating on 
the basis of a 1942 parity-under which 
he would still forego willingly an equi
table share of the nonwar income-and 
be harnessed instead to the irrelevant 
parity of 30 years ago. 

Farm prices have often dropped in di
rect ratio with pay-roll drops. Should 
they not also rise in direct ratio with pay
roll increases-not as a matter of selfish
ness, but as a matter of preserving the 
balance of equitable sacrifice aniong 
groups in an already strained economy? 

Mr. President, we are toying with po
tential tragedy. The American decade 
from 1930 to 1940 was the first since 1790 
which did not produce more real wealth 
than the preceding decade; and it is the 
farmers, one-fourth of our population, 
who constitute the largest group engaged 
in a single productive activity in this 
Nation. 

Already, 3,000,000 of the 6,000,000 farm 
units in the United States produce only 

11 percent of our total agricultural out
put, and more than one-half of them 
produce too little to be classed as stable 
economic units. 

The finger of science points to these 
farms as possibly the most important so
cial and industrial factors of the post
war world. Dare we load them with a 
still more unjust share of the sacrifices 
which must be made today? Or would we 
thereby pack a still greater long-run 
burden on all groups together? 

From 1920 to 1921, the national income 
dropped f6 percent, while the farm in
come dropped 37 percent. 

From 1925 to 1929, the national income 
increased $10,000,000,000, while the farm 
income dropped from 12.4 percent to 9.1 
percent of the total national income, even 
while farm prices were comparing favor
ably with those of the 1909-14 "golden 
era," whence "parity" is derived. 

From 1929 to 1932 the national income 
dropped 38 percent, while the farm in
come dropped 47 percent. 

In 1940 the national income was $77,-
000,000,000. The 25 percent of our pop
ulation which was on the farms got only 
$9,000,000,000, or less than 12 percent of 
the national income, about one-half their 
share. 

In 1941 the national income increased 
17.4 billion dollars, but the farm income 
still was only slightly more than 12 per
cent of the total. 

An involved complex of reasons can 
be cited for these facts, not excluding 
overexpansion in wartime, return to 
price criteria in post-war periods of 
scarcity theories, minimum use of agri
cultural products in industry, and other 
causes, but it is universally recognized 
that the farmers have traditionally re
ceived a shockingly low share of the 
Nation's income, and it is not readily 
apparent how the farmer's post-war sta
bility can be in any measure jeopardized 
by guaranteeing him only the bare parity 
level now which other groups already 
enjoy. Indeed, it is possible that the 
farmers' instability will not be so long 
in coming unless he is relieved now of 
all but his just share of the burden. 
After the war, only an unjustifiable re
turn to the restrictions of scarcity can 
contribute to his collapse, for the com
pelling truth of science, which will be 
hard to ignore, is already urging indus
try to clamor for those farm products so 
often incorrectly known as surpluses. 
Already the cry for use of grains for 
industrial alcohol and synthetic rubber 
is beginning to rise above the din of 
batt le. 

At this very moment, however, we are 
confronted with a proposal that Govern
ment-owned surpluses be permitted to 
sell on the market for less than parity. 
and for no higher. Obviously, the effect 
of flooding the market with commodities 
at subparity prices would be inevitab:i.y 
to drive the prices of all privately owned 
commodities also beneath parity. The 
Government then would flood the mails 
once again with hand-out checks to the 
farmer to make up the difference. So 
far as the total amount of money is con
cerned, what difference does it make 
whether the farm income is derived from 
Government hand-outs or whether it 
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comes about as the result of the opera
tion of the few remaining vestiges of 
natural economic intercourse? 

Apparently the main difference is that 
such a successful operation o:( free enter
prise would rob the Government of its 
golden opportunity to maintain political 
·control of the farmer and to keep on 
using him as a political football. Is it 
possible that there is fear in some Gov
ernment quarters-fear that if a greater 
part of the farmer's income should come 
from natural sources rather than from 
Government hand-outs, a valuable polit
ical weapon might be dulled? It will be 
hoped that such is not the case. Our 
people are showing a spirit of .sacrifice 
worthy of the Nation's greatest tradi
tion. In return they ask only that all 
groups make equal sacrifice. For them it 
is unthinkable that the group known as 
Government should not also sacrifice its 
own special desires-its desires to main
tain political control over othe~ groups. 

The farmer asks ·no special privilege 
at the cost of the common welfare. He 
asks only the patriotic r;rivilege of b2ing 
part of a society whose members recog
nize a just parity of sacrifice even where 
they do not recognize a just parity of 
enjoyment. I therefore support the pro
posal for full parity prices for commodi
ties of first-grade condition sold by the 
Government, and shall oppose the 
amendment to the bill. 

If parity is determined in 1942 for all 
but the farmer, then the farmer should · 
be permitted to trade in his wobbling 
1909-14 concept for a new model. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. A parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I will ask 
the Chair to state the amendment now 
pending before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is on the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL] to the amendment of the com
mittee on page 80, proposing, in line 25, 
after the word "purposes", to add the 
following proviso: "Provided further, 
That no grain shall be sold for feed at 
a price less than 85 percent of the parity 
price of corn at the time such sale is 
made." 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. There are so few 

Senators present that I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Andrews 
Austin 
Bailey 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Bilbo 
Bone 
Brewster 
Broolts 
Brown 
Bulow 
Bunker 
Burton 
Butler 
Byrd 

Capper 
Caraway 
Chavez 
Clark, Idaho 
Clark, Mo. 
Connally 
Danaher 
Doxey 
Ellender 
George 
Gerry 
Gillette 
Glass 
Green 
Gurney 
Hatch 
Hayden 

Hill 
Holman 
Hughes 
Johnson, Calif. 
Kilgore 
La Follette 
Langer 
Lee 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McFarland 
McKellar 
McNary 
Maloney 
May bank 
Mead 
Millikin 

Murdock . 
Norris 
Nye 
O'Daniel 
O'Mahoney 
Overton 
Pepper 
R adcliffe 
Reynold~ 
Rosier 

Russell 
Schwartz 
Smathers 
Smith 
Spencer 
Stewart 
Taft 
Thomas, Okla. 
Tobey 
Truman 

Tunnell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
VanNuys 
Wagner 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
White 
Wiley 
Willis 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty
one Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
President, I have just been advised that 
the question before the Senate is an 
amendment submitted by the chairman 
of the subcommittee of the Appropria
tions Committee having charge of the 
bill. The amendment which is now 
pending was not passed upon either by 
the subcommittee or by the main com
mittee. Therefore I feel free to discuss 
the amendment and to oppose it, and to 
offer something in its place. I shall try 
to clarify the issue, if I may, and I do so 
for the best of reasons. 

This is a rather practical proposition. 
In my State we grow cotton, corn, and 
wheat. We can produce 10 percent of the 
cotton that is grown in America. We 
can produce a very large percentage of 
the corn that is grown in America, and 
a very large percentage of the wheat 
grown in the country. As I view the 
situation now, the amendment does not 
affect cotton, but it does affect corn and 
wheat. The amendment as it is now 
before the Senate is a rope with two 
nooses on the end, one noose designed 
to strangle the corn farmer and the other 
noose to strangle the wheat farmer. 
Coming from a cotton-producing State 
I am not willing to be a party to stran
gling the corn section, because if I did 
I would strangle some of my own people 
in my own State, and I am not willing to 
undertake to strangle the wheat farmer, 
because if I did I would strangle some 
wheat farmers in my own State. 

The amendment proposes to drive the 
price of wheat down and to use the fall
ing price of wheat to drive the corn price 
down. I am not willing to be a party to 
either proposal. 

Mr. President, we have striven for 10 
years to establish in the law and in the 
minds of the people the parity concept 
with regard to agricultural prices, and 
we have made a fair success in that ef
fort. The people understand, I think, in 
the main what parity prices are. They 
are now incorporated in the law of 19a8, 
and reincorporated in the recent price
fixing measure, and the bill now before 
the Senate proposes to carry the full 
parity concept, save in some particulars, 
which I shall state. Under the bill the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, acting 
under the Department of Agriculture, 
can sell and dispose of wheat, under cer
tain conditions, below parity prices. 

The parity price for wheat is about 
$1.33. Under the terms of this bill the 
administration could sell wheat for re
lief purposes. That is all right.• I do not 
object to that. I favor it. Under this 
bill the administration could sell wheat 
which is deteriorated and is not worth its 
full value. That is all right. I favor that 
provision. Under this bill the adminis
tration could sell wheat for the manu
facture of alcohol. I support that propo-

sition. There is no division on that 
question. It could sell wheat for seed. 
Of course, no one can complain about 
that. · 

The provision in this bill to which I 
object is that which would permit the 
administration to sell125,000,000 bushels 
of wheat at 85 percent of the parity price 
for corn. The parity price for ·corn is 97 
cents a bushel. Taking 85 percent of 97 
cents, that brings the price of wheat 
down to 82 or 83 cents a bushel. 

Mr. President, that is 51 cents below 
the full parity price ·.for wheat. If the 
bill should be passed with the amend
ment offered brY the distinguished Sena
tor from Georgia, the administration 
would be authorized to sell an unlimited 
amount of wheat at about 82 cents a 
bushel, or 51 cents below parity. 

Mr. RUSSELL. No. The amount 
would not be unlimited, because my 
amendment is an amendment to an 
amendment which limits the total sales 
which may be made for those purposes 
to 125,000,000 bushels. 

Mr. THOMAS · of Oklahoma. That is 
for relief purposes; .but there is no limi
tation on sales for relief purposes. It 
may all be sold for relief. There is no 
limitation on the sale for the manufac
ture of alcohol. There is no limitation 
on the sale of wheat which is not up to 
standard. So my statement stands, that 
under the terms of the amendment the · 
administration could sell any amount of 
wheat it chose to sell at 85 percent of the 
parity price for corn. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I understood th-= Sen
ator from Oklahoma to say that he has 
no objection to the sale of wheat for 
making alcohol, or for seed, or to the sale 
of grain which has deteriorated in qual
ity. I, therefore, assume that he would 
not object to the sale of any amount for 
that purpose. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I am ob
jecting to using wheat to drive down the 
price of wheat, and using wheat to drive 
down the price of corn, because if this 
amendment should become law the price 
of wheat would fall. It has already 
fallen. The price of corn would fall. It 
has already fallen. When the prices of 
those two commodities fall, the price of 
cotton will follow, because the moment 
the administration desired to bring the 
price of cotton down it would have the 

·. machinery to do so. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Then, the Senator is 

opposed to the sale of .any wheat at less 
than parity. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Really 
I am not; but, as a matter of compromise, 
I must be, as a matter of compromise, it 
seems that we have more wheat than we 
can really use efficiently. 

Less than 18 months ago we had a 
3-year supply of cotton on hand. 
We were not using much cotton a year 
and a half or two years ago, before the 
war started. We were using 5,000,000 or 
6,000,000 bales a year. We had nearly 
18,000,000 bales of cotton on hand; and 
the wheat producing States and the corn 
producing States came to the rescue of 
cotton and enabled those who repre
sented the Cotton States directly to get 
the price of cotton up, to keep cotton o:ff 
the market, and get a fair price for it. 



1942 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 4343 

What has happened to cotton in only 
a few months time? Instead of having a 
3-year supply, as we had less than 
2 years ago, the demand for cotton has 
been such that cotton has disappeared. 
We are now using 1,000,000 bales of cot
ton a month in our mills, and that is not 
sufficient. There is now a demand for 
more cotton than the mills of America 
can weave. As a result of the demand 
for 1,000,000 bales of cotton a month 
the 3-year supply has dwindled until 
now there is not a 1-year supply of 
cotton on hand. At the end of the re
cent cotton marketing season we had 
15,000,000 bales. We are using approxi
mately 1,000,000 bales a month. At the 
present time we have scarcely 10,000,000 
bales of cotton on hand. If we use 
1,000,000 bales in May, 1,000,000 bales 
in June, 1,000,000 bales in July, 1,000,000 
bales in August, and 1,000,000 bales in 
September, when the new crop comes on 
the market 5,000,000 bales more will have 
been taken from the 10,000,000 bales we 
have on hand. So on the first of Sep
tember we shall have scarcely 5,000,000 
bales of cotton on hand. 

However, we have a rather large supply 
of wheat. We have on hand probably 

· 650,000,000 bushels of wheat. That is 
perhaps a little more than 1 year's sup
ply. If we have a large crop this year, 
we shall raise pl'obably another 700,000,-
00u or 800,000,000 bushels of wheat. That 
will be only a year's supply. 

We do not know what kind of a crop 
of wheat we ·shall raise this year. In my 
State the green bugs are ·present. In the 
southern part of Oklahoma and the 
northern part of Texas there is scarcely 
anything green in the way of oats, wheat, 
or barley The green bugs have killed the 
crops. If that condition should prevail 
throughout the country, or if the rust 
should come, or if droughts should occur 
in some sections and floods in others, we 
might not have a great oversupply of 
wheat produced this year: . If we do have 
a large supply of wheat, I shall not com
plain. 

What will face America when this war 
is over? We shall have 130,000,000 peo
ple to feed in America. What about 
Canada? Canada now has a rather lib
eral supply of wheat. Canadian young 
men have gone to war. If something 
should happen to Canada, her supply 
might be depleted this year. It is true 
thai I am only dealing in speculation, 
but the Canadian supply of wheat might 
disappear, as did the supply of ·cotton in 
the United States. -

When the war is over there will be a 
great demand on the United States for 
wheat. France is not raising much 
wheat. She must have wheat. Russia 
is not raising an oversupply of wheat. 
Russia must have wheat. I understand 
that the Russian wheat growers are busy 
right now trying to defend themselves, 
and I do not look for a large oversupply 
of wheat in Russia. 

It is now fall in Australia. The farm
ers of Australia are sowing wheat, if 
there is anyone to sow wheat in Aus
tralia at this time. I understand the 
Australians are also busy right now. I 
doubt if they can sow a large crop of 
wheat this fall. If they do sow a large 
crop of wheat, what will happen when 

spring comes? They may be too busy to 
harvest it. Certainly they will need 
wheat when the war is over. France will 
need wheat. Our friends-such of them 
as are still our friends-in Europe will 
need wheat. Russia will need wheat. 
Canada will need wheat. Australia will 
need wheat; and our friends in India and 
China will need wheat. 

Is there any justification for anyone 
saying that we must throw our wheat 
away, burn it, destroy it, or give ·it away, 
when we have only a year's supply on 
hand, and when there may be a great 
demand for wheat in less than 12 
months? 

I am glad we have a surplus of wheat 
on hand. I am glad we have the pros
pect of raising a !air crop of wheat in 
America this year. Even so, we should 
not now provide for using wheat against 
wheat. By that I mean using wheat to 
drive down the price of wheat, and then 
using wheat in competition with corn to 
drive down the price of corn. 

If I were to support this amendment, 
I should be supporting an amendment 
for lowering the price of wheat in Okla
homa. I should be supporting a pro
vision to drive down the price of corn in 
Oklahoma. We have worked for 10 
years to get the parity concept into law 
and established throughout the country; 
and now, when we are up on that _high 
pedestal, I am not in favor of legisl~tion 
to drive down the price of wheat to a 
point 51 cents below parity, and drive 
down the price of corn to at least 15 
percent below parity. 

Mr. President, I desire to read from the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD two Or three par
agraphs, which I should make my text 
if I were delivering an extended address, 
which I have no intention of doing. 
These paragraphs were placed in the 
RECORD by the chairman of the House 
Committee on Appropriations, Hon. 
CLARENCE CANNON, of Missouri. I think 
I have not seen a clearer statement of the 
objective of the farm gro~p . in the Sen
ate and in the House than is found in 
these two or three paragraphs from the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of May 13, 1942, 
page 4138. 

I read: 
The principle of parity has been bar~ly 

established and now it is proposed to betray 
it in the house of its friends. We cannot 
yield parity on one commodity and preserve 
it on another commodity_ A chain is only 
as strong as its weakest link. We must main
tain parity for all or resign ourselves to par
ity for none_ 

"Divide and conquer" is a familiar slogan 
and a time-honored ruse of the enemies of 
agriculture. Agriculture will play into their 
hands if for the sake of a temporary ad
vantage to one group the attempt is made 
to throw another group to the wolves_ The 
only tenable policy is "One for all and all for 
one." 

Parity is a principle and a principle com
promised is lost. 

Mr. President, when we come to vote 
on the pending amendment this after
noon, if it shall be voted on today, we 
shall vote upon the principle stated in 
this quotation. The statement I have 
just read, that if a man can divide his 
opposition he has a better chance of win
ping, is about the first thing a man in 
public life learns when he starts to run 

for office. If a candidate believes that 
the opposition is numerically stronger 
than he is, what is the first thing he does? 
He gets three or four or five or six or a 
dozen candidates to declare they will run, 
and thus divides the opposition. Then, 
relying on the votes which he knows he 
has-and if he does not know he has 
them he is on thin ice--he proceeds to 
divide the opposition; and when the elec
tion returns are in, the man of whom I 
speak will find that he has more votes 
than any one of his opposition, although 
the opposition in toto may have 8 or 10 
times the vote which he has received. 
Such a situation is the occasion for the 
so-called run-off primaries in some of the 
States. 

In this issue, Mr. President, an effort 
is being made to divide the three groups 
interested in agriculture. The cotton 
farmers are now in fairly good shape. 
They are sitting back in the-high seat 

· behind the driver; and the cotton farm
ers, as I see the picture, are permitting 
the man in the front seat to use wheat 
to drive down the price of corn; and in 
using wheat to drive down the price of 
corn the price of wheat itself is being 
driven down. 

I am not in favor of that, and, coming 
from a cotton-producing State, I fear 
that if we, the elected representatives of 
the farm section, become divided, and if 
now the corn farmers are injured and 
damaged, they will not feel very coop
erative, at least, when some cotton issue - · 
arises; and if the wheat farmers are in
jured and .damaged, I doubt if the wheat 
group will feel very cooperative when 
some problem with respect to cotton 
comes before the Congress. In view of 
the fact that all Members of the Senate 
who . are interested in corn, wheat, or 
cotton have fought for and have suc
ceeded in obtaining a law setting forth 
the parity concept, I am in favor of 
standing by that concept. 

I agree that perhaps there is some rea
son at this time why we should make a 
temporary dislocation in the parity con
cept in the public interest. That is sug
gested in the bill as it · passed the House. 
Wheat can be sold for relief purposes. 
and no one would deny the administra
tion the right and the opportunity to sell 
wheat for relief purposes. Deteriorated 
wheat should be sold for what it will 
bring. That is good business. We need 
alcohol, and wheat can be sold for use in 
the production of alcohol. That is good 
business. We must have alcohol; and to 
the extent to which we can manufacture 
alcohol from wheat a future demand for 
wheat may be developed . . We can also 
sell wheat for seed, and we must have 
wheat for seed. So I am perfectly willing 
to make some temporary dislocations be
cause of the fact that we have a large 
supply of wheat, and with a fairly good 
prospect for another good supply, a sit
uation with which I am delighted. But 
I . am not Willing to say in the law that 
the Government can sell as much wheat 
as it may want to sell at 51 cents below 
parity and at a price of 85 percent of the 
parity price for corn. 

Mr. President, if such a provision goes 
into the law, we shall have wheat com
peting with corn-wheat that will be sold 
at a price 15 percent below the parity 
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price for corn. I do not know what the · 
effect of suc-h a procedure will· be. I can- . 
not support such a proposal. 

In a few moments I shall offer an 
amendment proposing to change in only 
two particulars the amendment which is 
now before us. The pending amendment 
provides that the surplus wheat may be 
sold for certain purposes, and it changes 
the word "and" to "or." I am opposed 
to the change of the word ''and" to "or"; 
and I shall call the Senate's attention to 
the language in the bill. 

On page 80, in line 19, we find the point 
at which the change is proposed to be 
made. I shall read one or two lines, so 
that the Senate may understand what I 
mean. Provision is made that the ad
ministration may sell ''grain which has 
substantially deteriorated in quality,'' at 
which point the House used the word 
"and"; but the Senate committee struck 
out the word "and" and inserted "or." I 
shall read the provision as the House 
put it in the bill: 

Grain which has substantially deteriorated 
in quality and is sold for the purpose of feed
ing or the manufacture of alcohol. 

I approve of that. The Senate com
mittee has changed that to read as fol
lows: 

Grain which ha~ Eubstantially deteriorated 
in qu1.lity or is so?d for the purpose of feeding 
or the manufacture of alcohol. 

The slight change of the word· "and" 
to "or" makes a substantial change in 
the provision. I am opposed to striking 
out the word ''and" and in the insertion 

· of the word "or". 
The second provision to which I have 

referred, the amendment submitted by 
the chairman of the subcommittee on 
agricultural appropriations, the Senator 
in charge of the bill, provides that the 
surplus wheat may be sold at a price of 
85 percent of the parity price for corn, 
or about 82 cents a bushel. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, before 
the Senator leaves the discussion of the 
change of the word "and" to "or," I 
should like to interrupt him, if he will 
yield to me. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. MuR
DOCK in the chair-). Does the Senator 
from Oklahoma yield to the Senator 
from Nebraska? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. . I am 
glad to yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. I have not given this 
particular matter the thought I should 
perhaps have given it, but it appears to 
me that, as the Senator has read it, the 
proposal of the Senator from Georgia 
is better, that "or" makes the provision 
better than it would be with "and." If 
the word "and" is left in the bill, then, 
in order to have the wheat sold, both 
conditions would have to be complied 
with. If the word "or" were substituted, 
only one condition _would have to be com
plied with, but both might be complied 
with; that would not be interfered with. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Any 
Senator who desired to have the largest 
possible number of bushels of wheat sold 
would be in ·favor of having the word 
"or" in the bill. I am not in favor of 
selling at the depreciated price all the 
wheat which can be sold. 

Mr. NORRIS. If it is to be sold, let us 
say, for the production of alcohol, if the 
word "or" is placed in the bill it will not 
be necessary to · comply with the other 
condition which is attached; compliance 
with one of the conditions will be suffi
cient. It strikes me that if wheat has 
deteriorated, the fact that it has dete
riorated should be sufficient reason to 
allow its sale, because otherwise it will 
steadily become worse, and eventually 
become worthless. Why should we pro
vide that it shall not only be deteriorated, 
but that some other condition shall at
tach before it may be sold. I think that 
illustrates the difference between the use 
of the two words, "and" and "or." 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The Sen
ator understands the purpose of the lan
guage. It is simply a question of intent. 
If any Member of the Senate or any 
other person desires to have the largest 
possible number of bushels of wheat sold, 
then he will be in favor of removing as 
many restrictions as possible. I am in 
favor of restricting such sales, for fear 
that we ourselves may need the wheat 
later on. 

Mr. NORRIS. I understand the Sena
tor's point, and· perhaps he is correct 
about it. Would the Senator put any 
limitation on the sale of wheat if it were 
found to be deteriorating, so that it would 
soon become worthless? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The Gov
ern1nent can sell all they want to sell 
at the full parity price 'of corn. They 
can sell it for the production of alcohol, 
or they can sell it for relief purposes, or 
for any other purpose; but it must be 
for a specific purpose. 

Mr. NORRIS. If wheat is deteriorat
ing, for instance, the Senator would not 
require that it would have to be deteri
orating and be sold for relief purposes, 
would he? If the· word "or" were in the 
law, the wheat could be sold for either 
one of the purposes mentioned or both. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The Sen
ator correctly interprets the provision. 
If it is desired to throw this matter wide 
open, we should repeal many laws which 
we have on the statute books. 

Mr. NORRIS. That may be. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. And we 

should give the authorities an the con
trol they may desire to have in order to 
be able to drive down the price of wheat 
to any point to which they see fit to 
drive it. 

Mr. NORRIS. I would not agree to 
that. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That 
would be the result. Not long ago an
nouncement came from high authorities 
that they are going to keep the prices of 
farm commodities at around parity 
prices, and in a New York newspaper I 
notice a heading reading as follows: 

Staples drop with United States threat to 
hold prices near parity. 

Just a threat to do it caused the price 
of wheat, the price of corn, the price of 
cotton, and the price of rye to fall. 

Mr. NORRIS. All that may be, but I 
do not think that demonstrates that we 
should have the word "and" in the bill 
instead of the word "or." For example, 
let us say that it was discovered that a 
large portion of the wheat held in star-

age was deteriorating-for any reason. 
Would the Senator be in favor of putting 
any restriction on the sale of such wheat 
for feeding people as a matter of charity? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. No; not 
for feeding purposes. 

Mr. NORRIS. Would the wheat have 
to be used for charity, and would it also 
have to be deteriorated? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. No, Mr. 
President; that question answers itself. 
No one would want to feed deteriorated 
wheat to persons on charity, or to any
one else. 

Mr. NORRIS. No; I should not think 
so, but it would be necessary to use the 
word "and"in the bill instead of the word 
"or.'' 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I do not 
think so. Deteriorated wheat could be 
used only for feeding , and I think it 
should be processed and the bad taken 
out. That is ordinarily done as to wheat. 
When wheat comes in during the thresh
ing season it ordinarily contains more or 
less foreign matter. · 

Mr. NORRIS. I think it is apparent
at least it seems to be so to me-that we 
shall have a very large amount of wheat 
on hand, and if the crop now growing 
shall be of the average size, there will be, 
as I understand, no place within the 
United States in which to store it. So I 
think no one can· deny that we will have 
on hand a large amount of deteriorated 
wheat. It would be wrong, it seems to 
me, not to utilize it for whatever we can 
get out-of it rather than to lose it entirely. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. We can 
still make provision for that; we can dis
pose of the deteriorated wheat for what 
we can get out of it. If it is beyond 
reclaiming, it would not bring very much, 
of course; if it contains a certain per
centage of good wheat, the bad wheat can 
be separated from the good wheat and 
the good wheat can be utilized. So if it 
is the desire of the country and the 
administration to drive the price of wheat 
down, then, of course, the provisions of 
this amendment I think will do the job; 
but I am not willing, Mr. President, in 
times such as we find throughout the 
world, to try to drive the price of wheat 
down. 

It may be true that we have 600,000,000 
bushels of wheat on hand, but we use 
more than that in continental United 
States; we use about 650,000,000 bushels, 
or approximately that amount. If we 
raise a large crop this year, we will find 
some place to put it. During the last 
war I saw piles of wheat in my State for 
which there were no storage facilities; 
no graneries or elevators were available; 
but that condition has been largely reme
died in the last 25 years. If we had to 
put wheat on the ground in 1917 and 1918 
in order to take care of it, which we did, 
we may have to do that again this year, 
but, if so, there will be no substantial 
injury done, because the wheat can be 
taken from the ground, loaded on cars, 
and shipped, and what little dirt there 
may be in the wheat can easily be 
removed by' running it through the 
proper machinery. 

So, Mr. President, it resolves itself in
to this question: If we want to drive t:P,e 
price of wheat down, this amendment 
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can be used to do it; if we want to use 
wheat to drive the price of corn down, 
this amendment obviously will do it. I 
am not in favor of doing either one. For 
10 years we have been trying to· get the 
price of corn, wheat, and cotton to par
ity and now, when we have Just about at
_tained that goal, those who have al
ways been against the parity concept are 
trylng to divide those who are trying to 
help the agricultural interests, by using 
one group against the other, using wheat 
against corn. Cotton is out of this pic
ture for the time being, but Senators 
from the cotton-growing section, it seems 
to me, are favoring the use of wheat to 
drive the price of corn down, and the use 
of corn to drive the price of wheat down. 
As a practical proposition, coming from 
a State that grows all three crops, I can
not subscribe to either of those pro
posals. 

Mr. President, I desire to offer a sub
stitute. Flrst, I desire to submit a parlia
mentary inquiry. I believe there is a 
unanimous-consent agreement to consid
er all amendments to the five or six or 
sevan lines on the bottom of page 30, and 
then vote on all the amendments en 
bloc. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that unanimous con
sent was granted to vote on all the 
amendments to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation section as one amendment. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Then, 
Mr. President, before I could ask for a 
vote on my amendment, the proponents 
of the amendment pending would have 
the right to perfect those lines and the 
proponents of the committee amendment 
and of the amendment submitted by the 
chairman of the subcommittee would 
have an equal right before I could offer 
my substitute, as I understand. Then I 
think-I am right in saying that I would 
have the right to offer as a substitute 
an amendment to strike out the lines, as 
amended, before they are finally voted · 
upon en bloc. Am I correct? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I do 
. not want to interfere with the parlia
mentary inquiry, but my own idea of 
the rules ill that if the amendments pend
ing were adopted, a substitute would not 
be in order. I do not know, of course, 
what the Chair is going to rule, but I 
should have no objection to the Senator 
from Oklahoma offering a substitute 
after the amendment is perfected, if he 
desires to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sub
stitute would be in order when individual 
amendments are reached. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi
dent, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Of course, 
the method under which we are proceed
ing is a departure from the ordinary par
liamentary procedure. In other words, at 
the request of the Senator from Georgia, 
we are considering these amendments to 
the committee amendment en bloc. It 
seems to me, that being true, that a sub
st itute for those amendments ought to be 
considered as one amendment, just as, by 
unanimous consent, the committee 
amendments themselves are considered 
as one amendment. If the Senate 

chooses to grant · consent to consider 
various amendments en bloc then the 
ordinary parliamentary rules ought also 
to apply to considering a substitute for 
the various amendments en bloc. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
President, perhaps I can submit an in
quiry that will enable me to proceed a 
little more in order. On page 80, line 
14, .the committee inserts_ the words 
"Provided further." I inquire if that 
amendment has been agreed to? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that those words are a 
part of the House text. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Very 
well. In line 15, the words "provisions 

. of this act" are stricken out and the 
words "foregoing proviso" inserted. Has 
that amendment been agreed to? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that that is cine of the 
amendments included with the one at the 
bottom of the page. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Very 
well; in line 19 the word "and" is _stricken 
out and the word "or" inserted. I under
stand, then, that that is an amendment 
that is pending. Then in lines 23, 24, 
and 25 there is a new provision inserted 
by the committee, reading as follows: 

Provided furth~, That not more than 125,-
000,000 bushels of wheat may be sold for 
feeding purposes. 

I understand that that -amendment is 
likewise pending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Then, 

the last amendment is the one submit
ted by the chairman of the committee, 
providing that the wheat shall not be 
S'old below 85 percent of the parity ·price 
for corn. That is the amendment now 

·pending before the Senate? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 

the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Georgia to the committee amend
ment. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. M-r. 
President, I desire to offer a substitllte 
for the language following the colon in 
line 14, page 80, to strike out the re
mainder of line-14 and all of lines 15, 
16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, .and 25, 
and insert a substitute; and, for the 
RECORD, I ask now to submit the proposed 
sub.stitute. L.et me say that the only two 
changes in the language proposed to be 
stricken out are that I have restored the 
word "and" in Place of "or" and I pro
vide that the wheat shall .not be sold be
low the full parity price for corn, which 
is 97 cents a bushel, in lieu of the pend
ing provision for 85 percent of parity, 
which amounts to about 82 or 83 cents 
a bushel. I ask that the amendment be 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the amendment for the 
information of the Senate. . 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 80, 
line 14, after the colon, it is proposed to 
strike out the remainder of line 14 and 
all of lines 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 
23, 24, and 25, and insert the following: 
"Provided further, That the foregoing 
proviso shall not apply to the sale or 
other disposition of any agricultural 
commodity to or by the ~gricultural 
Marketing Administration for distribu
tion exclusively for relief purposes, nor 

to grain which has substantially deteri
orated in quality and is sold for the pur
pose of feeding or the manufacture of 
alcohol, or commodities ·sold to farmers 
for seed, and sales of cotton required in 
connection with the present new uses 
program being carried on by the Depart
ment of Agriculture: Provided further, 
That not more than 125,000,000 bushels 
of wheat may be sold for feeding pur
poses, but at not less than the parity 
price for corn." 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Eres
ident, in support of the amendment 
which has just been read, I submit a let
ter of date May 15, signed by Edward A. 
O'Neal, president of the American Farm 
Bureau Federation, and addressed to the 
United States Senate. The letter justi
fies the text of the amendment just read. 
I submit it for the RECORD as a part of 
my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objsction, the letter will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The letter is as follows: 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 

• Washington, D. C ., May 15, 1942. 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 

Wash'f.ngton, D. C . 
MY DEAR SENATOR: We al'e keenly disap

pointed that the agricultural appropriation 
bill, as reported to the Senate, has been modi
fied so as to permit the unlimited release of 

-corn for feed and the release of 125,000,000 
bushels of wheat for feeding purposes, with
out any price limitation. 

This proposal violates the action taken by 
the Senate by more than two-thirds vote in 
the pa£sage of S. 2255 and the action taken 
later by the House by more than 2-to-1 vote 
in adopting a provision in the agricultural 
appropriation bill which had a similar ob
jective. 

The objective of organized agriculture 
and-we bad reason to believe-the objective 
of Congress and the administration, has been 
to encourage the stabilization of price levels 
of basic farm commodities at parity levels. 
We regard this action as a great step back
ward in that it will undoubtedly have a de
preEsing and demoralizing effect upon the 
price level of feed grains. Any policy of 
government which has for its purpose the 
delib3rat-e attempt to hold down the price of 
feed grain substantially telow parity will in 
the early future have a similar influence upon 
the price level of all livestock and livestock 
products. It will also hav_e the effect of de
stroying justified confidence in the parity 
price objective . of the Federal Government 
for farm commodities. It will tend to result 
in sectionalism and disunity of agriculture, 
becam:e of the failure to provide comparable 
protection for all commodities. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation, 
after conferring with farm leaders from 
Wheat and Corn Belts, recommended an 
amendment to this bill that would limit the 
release of Government owned or controlled 
whea~ at a price not less than the parity 
price for corn and then only in such amounts 
as would not have the effect of depressing 
the basic corn market below parity levels. 

We, · therefore, urge that this bill be 
amended on page 80 by striking out the word 
"or" in line 19 and inserting the word "and", 
and by inserting a comma after the word 
"purposes" in line 25, and adding the fol
lowing: "but at not less than the parity 
price for corn." 

We respectfully urge your support of this 
amendment. We are counting on Congress 
to 1-::eep faith with farmers in protecting the 
parity-price principle . · 

Sincerely yours, 
EDW. A. O'NEAL, 

President. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL] to the amendment of the com
mittee. 

Mr. RUSSELL. This is merely a per
fecting amendment, Mr. President, and, 
as I understand, the substitute offered 
by the Senator from Oklahoma will be a 
substitute for the committee proposal as 
amended, if the amendment I have of
fered shall be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. A parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY . . Am I to under
stand that the amendment which has 
just been offered by the Senator from 
Oklahoma is a substitute for the entire 
provision on page 80, beginning with 
line 14? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair so understands. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. And that if the 
perfecting amendment which the. Sena
tor from Georgia has offered shall now 
be adopted, the question will then arise 
on the- substitute offered by the Senator 
from Oklahoma? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that the amendment of

. fered by the Senator from Oklahoma 
will not be in order until all committee 
amendments have been disposed of. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I think this is the last 
committee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If it is 
the last, then the Chair understands that 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Oklahoma will be the question be
fore the Senate after action on the com
mitte·e amendment now pending. 

Mr. RUSSELL. There is one difficulty 
which might arise. I desired to propose 
an amendment which would clarify the 
authority of the Commodity Credit Cor
poration to sell these grains at less than 
parity for the purpose of making ethyl 
alcohol, butyl alcohol, acetone, or rub
ber, and I should not like to be precluded 
from offering that amendment by the 
pendency of the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Oklahoma. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A per
fecting amendment would take prece
dence over the substitute offered by the 
Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Very well. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 

inquire of the Senator from Oklahoma 
whether he believes that it is a matter 
of little importance, in connection with ' 
the principle for which he has been argu
ing, whether these perfecting amend
ments shall be adopted? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
President, i should have no objection to 
the amendment just submitted by the 
Senator from Georgia, and if it shall be 
agreed to, I shall be very glad to have 
it transferred to my substitute, because 
my substitute and the committee amend
ment are identical, save in two partic
ulars. 
· Mr. RUSSELL. And only two partic
ulars. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That is 
all. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. .It is my under
standing now that the issue which was 
presented here first this afternoon by 
the Senator from Iowa, and again by 
the Senator from Oklahoma, will arise 
upon the substitute offered by the Sen
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I 
assume we are about to vote and before 
we do so I wish to make a brief state
ment. I think there are some phases 
of the situation the facts in relation to 
which are not properly understood, and 
I think that is possibly due to some state
ments made by the Senator from Okla
homa about Senators representing cot
ton-producing States, or any other Sen
ators, driving down the price of wheat. 
The Senator used the expression time 
and again as to 15oth wheat and corn, but 
he did refer particularly to wheat; did 
he not? ~ 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. To both. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. He referred to driv

·ing down the price of wheat and, in addi
tion to that, driving down the price of 
corn. · 

What is the real situation about that? 
I hope to speak without any thought of 
feeling, because this is a practical propo
sition, and I regret to find myself in dis
agreement, even in the slightest degree, 
with my assGciates here with whom I 
have cooperated for some years in all 
measures relating to the welfare of the 
farmers of our country. Whatever may 
be said on this subject here, whatever 
may be said outside this body by farm 
leaders or farm representatives, I do not 
propose to bear any of those things in my 
heart, and hereafter when proposals for 
legislation shall come before us which in
volve the welfare of any group of farmers, 
whether in the North or East, the South 
or the West, and I feel that they are for 
the welfare of the farmers, I shalJ work 
shoulder to shoulder with my fellow Sen
ators for the advancement of any such 
proposals, or for the defeat of any pro
posed legislation which may appear to 
be injurious to any body of farmers 
throughout the country. · 

So f·ar as I am concerned, when the 
vote shall be taken upon this measure, 
the matter will all be past history with 
me. I hope my colleagues will under
stand that I am serious and earnest about 
that. It is my judgment that what I 
have said refle.cts the feeling in the hearts 
of Senators who have disagreed with me. 

I do not believe any of the Members of 
the Senate. because of any difference of 
opinion, have any purpose to retaliate 
or to undertake penalizing legislation 
against any group of farmers. Some 
newspapers have carried reports that 
that is the situation. I Was called over 
the long d.istance telephone today by a 
friend in Alabama who said the report 
had gone out over the wires today that 
the farm bloc had broken up, was divided 
up into factions, and that hereafter it 
would lose some of its effectiveness, to 
the injury of all farmers; and he said 
that as a result of the report there was 
some recession in farm prices. If any
one is making use of an argument of that 

sort, it is not supported by the facts, in -
my judgment. We have some honest 
differences of opinion, but such differ
ences do not involve what some Senators 
seem to think they do. 

· It is admitted-the Senator from Ore
gon pointed it out with clearness, the 
Senator from Georgia has also developed 
the same proposition with force-that at 
present there is nothing in the law to 
prevent the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion from selling any of the Govern
ment-owned crops at any· price it sees 
fit to ask. Does the pending amend
ment, then, give it any more power? 
Does it tend to drive down the prices of 
any commodities? Does it give the Cor
poration any instructions of any sort to 
sell at prices lower than those at which 
they are now selling? 

On the contrary, the amendment es..: 
tablishes a floor which.does not now exist. 
So, instead of abandoning the farmers in 
either of the groups, instead of abandon
ing the parity concept, we are proposing 
by this amendment, I believe, to afford 
some additional protection for all the 
groups. We are putting wheat on a basis 
with cotton. The only protection cotton 
has had since 1938 has been a limitation 
on the quantity of cotton which could 
be sold each calendar year. There has 
been no floor. By this measure it is put 
on the same basis with wheat, and in ad
dition to the quantity provision, we are 

. including a floor for wheat, which has 
never been on the cotton program. 

What is the situation? The House in
serted this provision, and we had to deal 
with it. As we all know, and as has been 
referred to here several times today, the 
Senate passed a bill to prevent the sale 
of the commodities covered bY the bill 
at prices less than parity. For some rea
son, the House never considered the bill. 
It was never reported by the Committee 
on Agriculture of the House. Many have 
suggested today that that wa~ probably 
because of a statement or a threat of 
some kind that the President would veto 
the bill if it were passed. I do not know 
why it was not considered. It contains 
the same principle that is involved in the 
meamre before us, and if anyone thinks 
the President would have vetoed that 
bill why does he think he would not veto 
the pending bill, when we have 6 weeks 
longer in· which to · pass another agricul
tural appropriation bill before the fiscal 
year shall expire? 

There is another thing which I do not 
recall having been discussed. The bill 
merely authorizes the sale of 125,000,000 
bushels of wheat. The evidence shows 
that 25,000,000 of that amount is deterio
rated wheat, and only 100,000,000 bushels 
of sound wheat are included in the au
thorization. The new crop is coming ·on 
pretty soon. If there are those who listen 
to the arguments made and the predic
tion that the administration is going to 
drive the price of wheat down, I refer 
them to the bills passed by the Congress 
putting a floor under all agricultural 
commodities, through loans · from the 
Commodity Credit Corporation up to 85 
percent of the parity price. 

The committee amendment provides 
that not more than 125,000,000 bushels 
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of wheat may be sold for feeding pur
poses. Iri the meantime, with a new 
crop coming in, what farmer will sell his 
wheat at 85 percent of the parity price 
of corn when he can walk up to the Com
modity Credit Corporation and obtain 85 
percent of the price of wheat itself? In
stead of getting 82 or 83 cents a bushel, 
the price at which the· Commodity. Credit 
Corporation will sell wheat for feeding 
purposes, the farmer can get 113% cents 
a bushel for every bushel of wheat he 
produces in this year's crop. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. I wonder how the Sen

ator expects the wheat farmer to handle 
his wheat if the bins and the warehouses 
of the country are now full of grain, as 
several Senators have disclosed in their 
statements? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. The Senator knows 
that that is the Government's problem, 
and one reason why the Government is 
interested in the removal of some of this 
wl1eat, is so that storage space may be 
found for the producers who are entitled 
under the law to the loan of 85 percent 
of parity price. 

Mr. LUCAS. I appreciate that it is a 
problem for the Gov~rnment to solve, 
but it is apparently a problem for the· 
Senate to solve also, or we would not be 
discussing it here now. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. We all admit that 
it is a problem. 

Mr. LUCAS. The only point I wish to 
make is that it seems to me the wheat 
farmer would have a rather difficult 
time in getting; 85 perc~nt of parity 
through a loan unless he complies with 
conditions as they exist today. Cer
tainly the Government is not going to give 
him 85 percent of the price of wheat if 
there are no storage facilities for it. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Would the defeat 
of the amendment provide any more 
storage space for wheat? Would not the 
adoption of the amendment and divert
ing a great amount of wheat into feed 
create more storage space for the wheat 
farmers? 

Mr. LUCAS. I think we will find that
the wheat will be sold for feeding pur
poses just as freely under the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. THOMAs] as it will under the 
amendment proposed by the committee. 
If the farmer needs the wheat for feed
ing purposes, I think there can be no 
question that he is in a position, as a re
sult of what he is getting for hogs and 
cattle and poultry at this very moment, 
to pay the price suggested in this amend
ment and still make a profit. That is my 
opinion. In other words the hog farmer 
today is getting above parity for his pork, 
the cattle farmer is getting above parity 
for his cattle, and they have been getting 
above parity for some time. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I hope the Senator 
from lllinois will not take my time to 
make an argument. 

Mr. LUCAS. If I may conclude my 
remarks briefly, let me say that it is my 
opinion that so long as the hog farmer 
gets parity for his hogs and the cattle 
farmer gets parity for his cattle, they can 

pay parity price for feed and still make 
a profit. From the beginning that has 
been the basic theory of all farm legis:. 
lation. · 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator men

tioned the problem of storage for wheat. 
The Senator is no doubt aware of the 
fact that practically all storage facilities 
are now crowded with wheat, which 
leaves practically no storage facilities for 
the incoming crop, and as a result some 
of the wheat now in storage must be 
disposed of, or the incoming crop must 
be sold, or forced on the market for lack 
of storage facilities, or it must be left 
exposed to the elements where it may 
likewise become damaged as well as that 
which is now on hand. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Those facts were 
presented to the committee . by the Sec
retary of Agriculture and by Mr. Hut
son, the President of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. Very frankly, those 
facts had considerable bearing upon the 
decision which I reached in respect to 
this rna tter. 

Mr. CLARK of Missopri. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The Senator 

from Alabama and also the Senator from 
_Kentucky have been talking very much 
about the matter of storage facilities for 
the surplus wheat, which, of course, is 
a matter of concern to all of us. Does 
not the Senator, though, agree with me 
that if the Government could shake it
self loose from the influence of certain 
sugar representatives in the W. P. B., 
and would be willing to convert this sur
plus grain into alcohol for munitions 
purposes, it would be entirely possible 
both to relieve the sugar shortage in the 
country and to provide the Government 
with a great deal of industrial alcohol 

·for munitions purposes? I should like 
to get at the bottom of the reluctance 
on the part of the Federal Government 
to use this surplus grain for useful pur
poses, and insisting on it overhanging 
the market for the purpose of keeping 
the price from going up at any time. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I am thoroughly 
in accord with the views of the Senator 
from Missouri on that point, and agree 
with him in his hopes and ambitions. · I 
also think the Senator from Iowa is en
titled to very great credit for the devel
opments he has made and presented to 
the Senate. I have no doubt that all 
Members of this body are willing to do 
anything they can do to promote the 
use of wheat and corn and other grains 
in the production of alcohol and syn
thetic rubber. But, Senators, it is im
possible to work out all the problems 
involved and bring about satisfactory 
production before we conclude action 
upon the pending bill. We do not know, 
with certainty, whether such proposals 
will develop satisfactorily. We do not 
know how long it will take to develop 
the use of grain to the purposes sug
gested. As soon as satisfactory processes 
are developed, of course, the sale of grain 
by the Commodity Credit Corporation 
for feeding will stop, and· I have no 

doubt the grain will then be diverted to 
the purposes for which it is most needed. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Does the 
Senator think the W. P. B., or anyone, 
will ever start to develop the use of grain 
for the purposes in question unless the 
Congress takes some action? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Action cannot be 
taken by Congress in the pending bill 
at this time. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. We are try
ing to take action. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. We cannot legis
late on an appropriation bill. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Of course, 
what the Senator says is true, but the 
House provision itself is legislation on an 
appropriation bill. The Senate has as 
much right to legislate on an appropria
tion bill as the House has. The only 
way this is going to be handled is by 
legislation by the Congress. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. NORRIS. I do not believe any 

Senator is more anxious than am I to 
have the surplus agricultural products, 
particularly wheat, used for the produc
tion of alcohol. Unfortunately, the pros
pect of having that done does not seem 
to be very bright, and, as the Senator 
has said, we could not do anything to 
bring it about in this bill. The Secretary 
of Agriculture has testified-and I am 
relying on his statement-that estimat
ing the proriuction of the crop now grow
ing, there Will be on hand, when it reaches 
the market, one and one-half billion 
bushels of wheat. We have no place on 
earth in which to store that quantity of 
wheat or keep it. I wonder what we are 
going to do about it? I should like the. 
Congress to enact legislation, if it can be 
done, providing that alcohol shall be 
produced from wheat, but no one can 
give us any assurance that we shall be 
able to do so. We are now confronted 
with the situation· that we shall have 
such a large surplus of wheat as to make 
it physically impossible to take care of 
it, and under such circumstances what 
would an ordinary businessman do with 
the wheat he has now on hand? It 
seems to me it is necessary to dispose of 
some of this wheat. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. That is the position 
I take, and r am glad to hear the Senator 
froni Nebraska confirm what I have said. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 
1\fi'. GILLETTE. I think the Senator 

unfortunately made a sta tement which 
was not quite in accordance with the law. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I shall be glad to be 
corrected if I made a misstatement. 

Mr. GILLETTE. I know the Senator 
made the statement unintentionally 
when he said that any producer of wheat 
could negotiate a loan for 85 percent of 
the parity price. That, of course, is not 
true with respect to the noncooperatives. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. There are but few 
of those. I agree with the Senator's 
statement, but that is not the group we 
are trying to protect primarily and it is 
not a very large group. A noncoopera
tive can obtain a loan, but not of 85 per
cent. The Senator from Iowa is correct 
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in his statemel)t. I did not have the 
-noncooperatives in mind. I am glad the 
Senator corrected the record in that 
respect. 

Mr. President, some assertions have 
been made in the Senate about the com
mittee amendment, including some things 
not contained in it. I mean by that pur
poses for which wheat, corn, and other 
grains may be disposed of by the Com
modity Credi-t Corporation in addition 
to grain for feeding. I have before me 
the Bankhead-Gillette-Thomas-Russ-ell 
bill, and hu:rriedly during the debate have 
tried to compare it with the amendment, 
and find that the only substantial differ
ence, if there is any difference, is in the 
use of the word "or" instead of "and." 
Disposition of· ariy commodity for relief 
purposes, which has been criticized here 
as throwing the gates wide open, was 
included in the bill which we passed by 
such a large vote. 

The language in the original bill was: 
Substantially deteriorated in quality and 

is sold for the purpose of feeding or ·manu
facturing . alcohol. 

That amendment was offered by the 
Senator from Vermont, and I accepted 
it. It was not the intention to limit the 
sale of deteriorated wheat to feeding, but 
it was the intention to provide for the 
sale of deteriorated wheat, and also the 
sale of wheat for feeding. That is the 
only practical construction. No one would 
want to feed rotten wheat to stock. It 
hes been my view that that language in 
the original bill was intended to cover 
what we have covered by the provision 
in this bill which has raised such a storm. 

Whether that is the proper construc
tion or not, the only step forward is to 
make it clear that grains may be sold 
for feeding. The bill originally had no 
limit as to quantity. The committee pro
ceeded to set a limit of 125,000,000 bushels 
of wheat which might be sold for feed
ing. So it seems to me that the amend
ment is protective of the farm groups. 

What will happen when the 125,000,000 
bushels of wheat have been sold? Is this 
a permanent dislocation of the parity 
price situation? Is it an abandonment 
of the program which we undertook to 
install through the bill which was never 
considered in the House? On the con
trary, Mr. President, instead of being an 
abandonment of that plan it is a long 
step toward its realization. We con
cede only the sale of 125,000,000 bushels 
of wheat below parity, and the bill pro
vides that no further sales may be made 
at a price less than parity. 

Is that an unreasonable dislocation to 
make in order to obtain what we have 
been so anxious to establish? Is it un
reasonable when the administration tells 
us that it needs wheat and corn at pres
ent prices, without increasing them, but 
without reducing them? 

In the committee we were assured that 
prices would not be reduced below pres
ent prices. To make that certain· we 
inserted a provision preventing the re
duction of prices below present prices. 
The bill provides for 85 percent of the 
parity price of corn, which is the price at 
which both corn and wheat are now 
se~ling. The Commodity Credit Corpo
ration agreed not to reduce th~ orice. 

We said, "Let us put it in writing," and 
the Senator from Georgia offered the 
amendment. So if this bill is passed the 
price may not be reduced. The price 
will not be driven down, because under 
the terms of the bill it cannot be driven 
down. The floor of 85 percent is slightly 
above the present selling ·price, instead 
of being below it. The Department 
stated that it needs this provision not 
only because of laclf of storage space, but 
in order to prevent serious increases in 
the prices of both wheat and corn. 

The Department is interested not only 
in relieving the storage situation, but also 
in holding down the cost of living. It is 
anxious to keep the cost of living as low 
as possible. I think the administration 
has made -a wonderful concession. It 
has agreed to the program for the sale 
of 100,000,000 bushels of good wheat. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. TUNNELL. I should like to ask 

the Senator a question for my own in-
. formation. As I remember, when the 

question of -the prohibition of saies of 
certain farm commodities below parity 
came up some time ago, the Senator from 
Alabama took a very decided stand. The 
measure was passed by a very large ma
jority. As I remember, the three com
modities affected were wheat, corn, and 
cotton. What has happened to cotton 
in the present discussion? Why is it not 
involved? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. If the Senator 
thinks he has a good sectional question, 
I shall be very glad to let him raise it. 

Mr. TUNNELL. I am asking a plain 
question, and I think I am entitled to an 
answer. I do not think I need to be told 
that I am insinuating anything sectional. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I leave it to the 
Senator as to whether he is. 

Mr. TUNNELL. I notice that nothing 
is being said about cotton. 

'Mr. BANKHEAD. I shall be very glad 
to discuss that question. I am glad the 
Senator raised it, because there may be 
some misinformation about it. 

In 1938, when the Agricultural Ad
justment Act was passed, a large surplus 
of cotton was held by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. No other agricul
tural commodity was held by the Com· 
modity Credit Corporation. So a sec· 
tion was put in the act in 1938 limiting 
the amount of cotton which might be 
sold each calendar year to one and a 
half · million bales, and limiting the 
amount which might be sold each month 
to 300,000 bales. The purpose was to 
bring about an orderly disposition of 
the cotton, and to avoid dumping too 
much of it on the market at one time. 
My good friend the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. SMITH] and I helped to put 
that provision in the law. Probably he 
was the chief author. I am glad to 
credit him with it, because it has been a 
splendid protective provision, and the 
result has been that the Government has 
made a profit instead of a loss on cotton. 

This year the Commodity Credit Cor
poration, without any floor on the sale 
of cotton-it could sell cotton at 5 cents 
a pound if it sew fit to do so-has 
uroceeded to sell all the cotton it could-

one and a half nillion bales-on the open · 
market. · 

That is what has happened with re
spect to cotton. It was not necessary to 
put anything in this bill with respect to 
cotton. The Commodity Credit Corpora
tion had already sold what the law al
lowed. This is an appropriation bill. 
No further legislation was necessary with 
respect to cotton because in due course 
the cotton held by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation is being placed in competi
tion with new crops everywhere. 

Does that satisfy the Senator? 
Mr. TUNNELL. I think that shows 

why cotton is not being discussed. · 
· Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes; because the 
question is settled. It was settled in the 
same way in which we are now trying 
to settle the wheat question. 

Mr. TUNNELL. As I understand the 
argument advanced by the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. THOMASJ-and I have 
not heard it answered-this amendment 
would drive down the prices of both 
wheat and corn . 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Has the Senator · 
been present since I first took the floor? 

Mr. TUNNELL; Yes. . 
Mr. BANKHEAD. Did the Senator 

hear me discuss that subject? 
Mr. TUNNELL. I did not hear any 

real answer to that argument. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. I pointed to the 

provisions of this amendment, which 
would put a definite floor of 85 percent 
of the parity price of cc:>rn on the sale 
price of both wheat and corn. I further 
pointed out that corn and wheat are 
both selling a litt1e under that price, and 
that there is no way of driving down the 
price of either by the adoption of this 
amendment. 

If we should not adopt the amendment 
the Commodity Credit Corporation would 
have authority, if it should desire to do 
so-l do not think it would do so, but we 
are talking about ·authority-to drive the 
prices of wheat and cotton down as low 
as they could be driven through the sale 
of the stocks of those commodities held 
by the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Some time ago I 
noticed a statement by the Secretary of 
Agriculture to the effect that he favored 
parity. I understood that the Senator 

. and his associates in the debate favored 
110 percent of parity when a certain 
measure was under consideration some
time ago. Now, as I understand, they 
would reduce the price to 85 percent of 
paritY. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, Ire
gret that the Senator is not better in
formed before he criticizes his brother 
Senators. 

Mr. TUNNELL. If the Senator does 
not want to answer the question, I will 
watt and d;scuss it in my own time. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I have in my hand 
a copy of the measure to which the Sen
ator refers. If he can find 110 percent of 
parity in it, he will find something which 
I have never found in it. 

Mr. TUNNELL. If the Senator does 
not wish to answer my question, I will 
discuss it in my own time. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I will answer any 
question the Senator asks; but he is 
criticizing. 
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Mr. TUNNELL. I am not criticizing, 

and have not criticized. I a~:ked a re
spectful question. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I am sorry, if that 
was the Senator's motive. 

Mr. TUNNELL. I do not seem to get 
a respectful answer. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I am sorry, and I 
express my regret to the Senator if that 
was his motive. 

Mr. TUNNELL. I certainly did have 
that motive. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Is it satisfactory 
for me to express my regret after being 
informed that the Senator's motive was 
not critical? 

Mr. TUNNELL. I shall be very glad to 
answer in my own time. 

Mr.·BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I do 
not care to take up any more time. I do 
not see the necessity for such a serious 
storm. There is very little involved in 
adopting this amendment, and much 
benefit to be derived after the quantity of 
wheat which is .permitted to be sold is 
sold. In the meantime, 1,400,000,000 
bushels of wheat are in prospect, and 
600,000,000 bushels have been carried 
over, with an annual commercial use or 
consumption of only about 500,000,000 
bushels, and about a million and a half 
bushels being consumed for feed on the 
farms. With 650,000,000 bushels of wheat 
to be consumed. and with 1,400,000,000 
bushels in prospect, how does anybody 
expect the law of supply and demand to 
make the price of wheat substantially 
higher than it is now? · 

How does anyone expect the law of 
supply and demand to put the price of 
wheat substantially higher than it is now, 
w:1en we have more than 2 years of sup
ply for the usual consumption? I am 
submitting that as a reasonable question 
to reasonable men. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr.- BA-NKHEAD. I yield. 
Mr. HATCH. Does the Senator expect 

that wheat would be sold below the loan 
value or above it? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. It might be sold at 
prices below the loan value, or it might 
be put under loan and later abandoned. 
This bill could not hold the returns be
low the loan value; but I have seen prices 
stay considerably below the loan value 
because farmers are reluctant to put 
their commodities under loans. They 
prefer to sell them and get the cash, 
rather than put them under loans; that 
is their feeling about the matter. 

Mr. HATCH. The Senator is discuss
ing the law of supply and demand. The 
only reason I interrupted him--

Mr. BANKHEAD. I am always glad to 
have the Senator interrupt me. 

Mr. HATCH. My only reason for in
terrupting the Senator was to raise a 
question as to the loan value. Frankly, I 
think that if it had not been for the loan 
value of wheat, in the past 12 months 
the price of wheat would have been down 
to the level of 1932. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I agree .with the 
Senator. 

Mr. HATCH. I think the loan value is 
what has held up the price of wheat and 
will hold it up this year. 

LXXXVIII--274 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I agree with the 
Senator; and I agree with the corn, . 
wheat, and cotton producers. I thinlt 
this amendment ultimately will result in 
advantage to all of them. It will not 
result in prices lower than the prices 
for corn or wheat would be if they were 
not affected and if the Department were 
left free to sell wheat without limitation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered-by the Senator from Geor
gia [Mr. RussELL] to the committee 
::o,mendment on page 80, beginning with 
line 23. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, I rose 
some time ago with the idea of obtain
ing some information which I have not 
been able to obtain· curing the debate. 
The Senator from A!abama has appar
ently been engaged in -a heated discus
sion with someone else-certainly not 
with me-arid he had the idea that I 
was attempting to criticize him or his 
ideas. 

I still do not understand why it is that 
a -short time ago the Senator from Ala
bama and many other Members of the 
Senate-in fact, a large majority of the 
Members-were extremely anxious to 
maint_ain parity for a.ll three of the agri
cultural commodities. We were inter
ested in wheat and corn, and many 
Members of the Senate were interested 
in cotton. Now, apparently there is no 
interest in maintaining parity for grain. 

We are told that no facilities are avail
able for the storage of wheat, that 800,-
000,000 bushels of wheat are about to be 
harvested, and that it is necessary tore
lieve the wheat situation by disposing 
of 125,000,000 bushels now held in stor
age so that room may be made for 800,-
000,000 bushels. I do not understand an 
argument of that kind. I was attempt
ing to find out something about it, but 
I did not find it out. 

In view of the fact that the President 
has declared for parity, the Secretary of 
Agriculture has declared for parity, and 
Congress has declared for at least parity, 
it seems to me that we are entitled to 
know something about a sudden change 
which seems to remove all idea of parity 
so far as grain-either wheat or corn
is concerned. 

I do not kno:w; I am not supposed to 
know as much about this matter as 
Members of the Senate who are on the 
committee. They have studied these 
questions, and yet when I asked for some 
information I did not receive it. I was 
told that I was criticizing. SinQe I have 
been in the Senate I have learned that 
in most cases one of the particular qual
ifications of a critic is to know nothing. 
I think the best critics are those who do 
not know anything about a matter. 
After listening to some of the debate in 
the past few days I am more convinced 
than ever that the best critics are those 
who do not pretend to know. We have 
been told that certain appropriations in 
this very bill should be less. ·we have 
never been told how much less they 
should be, or what the particular 
amounts should be. 

In the present case we are told that the 
Senate should agree to this amendment, 

which would permit the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to sell 125,000,000 
bushels of wheat, and it has been stated 
that the effect of selling such wheat 
would be to drive down the price of corn 
and also to drive down the price of wheat. 
I do not know whether that is true, but 
I believe the statement of the Senator 
from Oklahoma and his reasoning on 
that point, and I cannot see how the 
situation could be otherwise. 

Are we now going to get away from the 
principle of parity? Some of us were 
criticized a good deal for joining with 
other Senators soine time ago in advocat
ing passage of the measure, in which they 
seemed to be so much interested, and 
which I think they want. We joined in 
that effort because we believed it was 
right. 

If the pending amendment should be 
agreed to, would not Senators who vote 
for it be getting entirely away from the 
position in which they were placed? I 
believe that the criticism which many of 
us received at that time was of little 
value to us, because I think we were right. 
I think we were right when we voted to 
pass the measure and when we added to 
the bill then before the Senate a prohibi
tion of the sale of certain commodities 
for less than the parity price. I think 
we were right then, and I have not been 
shown why it still is not right. I do 
not quite understand the sudden change 
which seems to have taken place in the 
Senate. I have l~tened to the d~scus
sion, and I do not understand why a 
matter which such a preponderance of 
the Members of the Senate a few weeks 
ago deemed to be right is now scarcely 
mentioned. · 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I have re
frained from entering into the debate for 
reasons very satisfactory to me. As 
chairman of the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry, I told the mem
bers of the committee who represent 
corn-producing States and wheat-pro.:. 
ducing States that I would go along with 
them in whatever they agreed upon and 
united upon. I have been greatly dis
turbed by the exhibition of certain feel
ing. My State does not grow any wheat 
or any corn for the market. We take 
our corn mostly -in the liquid form. 
[Laughter.] 

However, Mr. President, it seems to me 
that' we are so confused about the issues 
that we cannot see the forest for the 
trees. Whatever else may be said, we 
are proposing by this amendment to give 
the Government the right to dispose of 
certain commodities which the Senator 
has just mentioned, at below the price 
which we overwhelmingly agreed upon 
should be the price. If it suits the Sen
ators representing wheat-producing 
States and Senators representing corn
producing States, it is all right with me; 
but I think we are sowing the wind and 
will reap the whirlwind. 

I think my friend the Senator from 
Alabama remembers the time when we 
put cotton into the pool. He had cer
tain very positive statements to make 
about that; and the fact is that we 
passed the measure in the form of a. 
law. The Senator from Alabama made 
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very positive statements to the effect 
that if the farmers would plow up a 
certain amount of their cotton they could 
buy an equal amount of surplus cotton 
at 6 cents a pound, with the understand
ing that if cotton went below 6 cents a 

·pound the Government would absorb the 
loss, but that if it went above 6 cents a 
pound the farmers would receive the 
benefit of the increase, and would have 
no overhead charges to pay-no insur-

. ance, no interest, and no storage. Sen
ators remember the outcome of all that, 
do they not? 

Those who handled their cotton in 
that way were charged full storage, $2.40 
a bale, and that amount was deducted 
from the amount the cotton brought. 

So I am afraid we are getting into a 
position similar to that of the Negro who 
had a mule. There was an epidemic of 
sore throat among mules. The Negro 
went to a veterinarian and said, "My 
mule is sick, sir." The veterinarian said, 
"What is the matter with him?" The 
Negro said, ''He has a sore throat." 

"Oh, yes," the veterinarian said; 
''there is an epidemic. I will give you 
t his rubber tube. It is filled with dust. 
Put it carefully in the mule's mouth, and 
blow. That is all you need to do. It 
will cure him, and that will be all there 
will -be to it." 

The next morning the veterinarian 
went along the road, and saw the Negro 
s it t ing under a mulberry tree, all drawn 
up. 

"Jim," he said to t'he Negro, "did you 
give the mule that powder?" 

"Yes, sir," said Jim. "I stuck the tube 
in his mouth. But, by God, he blowed 
first." [Laughter.] 

The trouble is that we enact laws, but 
"'they blow first." [Laughter.] 

Of all the ridiculous procedures en
gaged in by the Government, I think the 
most ridiculous was reneging on the 
farmers in connection with the "plow
under agreement." 

I have no confidence in Government 
bureaus. I think every other Member 
of the Senate will ratify what ·I am 
saying. I was a little amused at their 
saying what an enormous crop of wheat 
there is. I am not pretending to argue 
for the wheat and corn raisers; if this 
vropcsal suits them, it suits me; but I 
want the bureaucrats here to keep their 
hands off our product. 

Think of saying that with a crop of 
several hundred million bushels the sale 
of 125,000,000 bushels will relieve the sit
uation. In other words, we are going to 
sell 125,000,000 bushels at 85 percent of 
corn parity. Anyone can figure out how 
much that would mean for wheat. The 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAS] 
says it would mean about fifty-some-odd 
cents a bushel below the parity on wheat~ 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Forty-
nine percent below the 110 figure. · 

Mr. SMITH. And that we will go into 
the Treasury; that is, every man in the 
United States will have his opportunity 
to pay the diffe1;ence between the parity 
on corn and the market price of corn. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi
dent-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
. Senator from South Carolina yield to 
the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Of course, 

the Senator was a Member of the Senate 
during the last war. 

Mr. SMITH. Yes. 
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. He ·knows 

all that happened at that time under the 
Food Administration of Mr. Hoover. 
T:P,e Senator also knows, I am sure, that 
when Hoover fixed a minimum price on 
wheat and corn it became the maximum 
price. I am sure the Senator knows also 
that when Congress by legislative au
thorization fixes a price of 85 percent of 
parity on corn and compels wheat to con
form to that, we are fixing a new parity 
for both. 

Mr. SMITH. Not parity; we are fixing 
a new price. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Vve are fix
ing a new parity for both corn and wheat, 
and if anyone thinks that when that is 
done we are not also establishing a prece
dent for fixing a new parity on cotton, he 
is very badly mistaken. 

I think my colleague and myself are 
the only two Members of the Senate who 
represent a State in which the cash reve
nue from wheat, corn, and cotton, from 
feeding cattle, and from the dairy in
dustry are almost equal. We produce all 
these commodities in our State. As we 
produce cotton, I am interested in what 
is done about cotton. I am also inter
ested in corn, I am interested in wheat, 
and I would not do anything for one 
agricultural industry which would dis
criminate against another. But I say 
to the Senator from South Carolina-and 
I defy successful contradiction-that 
when we start into the business of author
izing men in the bureaus in Washington 
to use the agricultural surpluses, not as a 
means of disposing of the surpluses, but 
as an end to break the market, what they 
do to corn today they will do to wheat 
·tomorrow, what they do to wheat tomor
row they will do to cotton day after to
morrow, and they will do the same thing 
to beef, and will do the same thing to 
dairy products. It seems to me the real 
issue in this whole matter is whether we 
are to maintain the theory of parity, 
which has been adopted by the Congress 
on the very strong recommendation of 
the President of the United States and 
the administration, or whether we are to 
authorize some bureaucrat at his will to 
destroy the whole principle of parity. 

When we say 85 percent of parity, that 
means that 85 percent of parity is to be 
the maximum. If we do that as to corn, 
tomorrow it will be done as to wheat, and 
eventually it will be done as to every other 
agricultural commodity. 

Mr. SMITH. Since we have been so 
economical in every department-we owe 
only about $100,000,000,000, and that 
does not amount to anything!-since we 
have been so economical, I wonder why 
we did not propose that the surpluses 
of wheat and corn should be taken and 
disposed of at parity. What are we 
doing? We are saying, "You can dis
pose of yours below parity s but we are 

going to hold ours at parity.'' You will 
play the devil doing it, I am telling you . 

I was very active in the passage of the 
bill during the last war to which the 
Senator from Missouri has referred. I 
became very much elated because we had 
left the sky the limit as to wheat, had 
left other agricultural products without a 
lid. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Did not the 
minimum price turn out to be the maxi-
mum price? 

Mr. SMITH. Wait a moment; let me 
tell the story. Old Uncle Knute Nelson, 
a very ca~able legislator, who had been 
here much longer than I had, was dis
cussing wheat with me, and he said, "The 
Senator from South Carolina has not cut 
his eye teeth." He said, "There is in this 
bill a provision for a minimum of two 
and a half dollars a bushel"-! think that 
was the figure, at any rate, we will use 
that for illustration. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. It was $2. 
Mr. SMITH. Two dpllars, then. He 

said, "That will be the maXimum." I 
said, "You were never more mistaken in 
your life, and you will find that out." 

I was not familiar with jokers in bills 
at that time. When the market opened 
for wheat, there was discovered in the 
bill a proviso that the Food Adminis
trator could fix a figure above which a 
commodity could not be priced. So he 
promptly said that anything above $2 a 
bushel for wheat would be penalized un
der the law. And there it was. 

I do not feel like adding to the con
fusion. I think everyone has an idea 
just about as clear as mud regarding this 
whole business. I do know, however, 
that if this amendment shall be agreed 
to, even if it were for but a bushel of 
wheat or a bushel of corn, if those in 
authority are permitted to sell below the 
price fo;r which we all fought and finally 
agreed upon, we will have abandoned 
the principle, we will have said: "So far 
as the Government is concerned, it can 
sell at one price, but the. farmer must 
sell at some other price." 

I do not know what will happen to 
corn and wheat. One very prominent 
man-so far as publicity goes he is prom
inent-said to me, "That is for a floor 
under our wheat." C. K. Berryman, the 
well-known cartoonist, drew a cartoon 
showing me standing on a ladder higher 
than the· Washington Monument, and 
the President was saying, "Say, En, are 
you fixing a ceiling?" I was shown as 
replying, "Hell, no; I'm fixing a floor." 

Just as certainly as that we ·are here, 
we are giving up what we have fought 
for, I do not care what the exigencies 
are. If we want to lower the price, let 
us lower it, but not grant the privilege 
to someone outside. We are being criti
cized by the newspapers as being a 
worthless body. The chickens are com
ing home to roost. 

We in Congress have given cause for 
the criticism which is made that we rub
ber stamp everything, and that we say 
"yes, yes" and "me, too." To whom do 
the people look to make laws establishing 
equitable relations and justice so far as 
it lies in mortal ability to do? · Do the 
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people look to the officials in the bureaus, 
or to you and to me in the Congress? 

Mr. President, I think it is our duty to 
say, "We are sorry, but we cannot get 
away from the fact that we have stood 
for parity for wheat, for corn, for cot
ton, and for tobacco, and we shall con
tinue to stand for it." Other Senators 
who wish to vote otherwise may do so, 
but I thought that when we stood for 
parity we were incorporating a principle 
into the law. For 10 years - we have 
fought for that principle. Now it is pro
posed to say that we shall grant sur
pluses for charity, and for this, and for 
that, and the other, and that the De
partment may sell this grain in contra
diction of what we have stood for, and 
what we have fought for, and what we 
have won. 

Some Senators ·have made a great to
do about the country not having facili
ties for converting agricultural products 
into alcohol. Mr. President, according 
to what certain rulers have said, the 
farmers are not entitled to anything. · 

There is much talk about 110 percent 
of parity. Not a half a dozen farmers, 
and I am afraid not all Senators, know 
what 110 percent of parity in its final 
analysis means. One hundred and ten 
percent of parity does not come within 
200 percent of the income of other classes 
in this country. However, I do not wish 
to discuss that question now. 

·Mr. President, I wish to add my voice 
to the demand for the utilization of grain 
in the production of things which are so 
necessary for the war effort. We are 
rationed with respect to sugar, though I 
understand sufficient storage space does 
not exist for all the sugar in the country. 
We are rationed with respect to.gasoline, 
and gasoline is being burned out in the 
West in order to get rid of it. We are 
rationed with respect to tires. I think 
there is a scarcity of tires. \Ve are not 
using American ingenuity in getting the 
material which is available for the pro
-duction of those things which are almost 
as essential in our organized life as food, 
and which are essential to the production 
of food. Our American civilization moves 
on rubber wheels. Before the committee 
presided over by the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. GILLETTE] it was demonstrated that 
we could convert all sorts of grains and 
potatoes into an element which coul'd be 
used in making tires. W'hy do we not do 
it? Why ha~e not the bureaus which are 
running the Government suggested that 
certain appropriations be made so as to 
give the people of America that great sine 
qua non-rubber? Whatever else may 
be said, a spirit which is dangerous to 
the country will be created if we do not 
convince the people that we are using 
every means in our power, even drastic 
means, to get the wherewithal to make 
synthetic rubber. 

How many synthetic rubber plants are 
now in full operation, and who owns 
them? It might be interesting if some 
Senators were to inquire into that mat
ter. But, Mr. President, I am getting 
off the subject. 

If we agree to the amendment which 
grants to the Government the right to 
dispose of th~se commodities at a price 
under parity, we shall give away all we 

have stood for during all these years. 
Senators may argue concerning the ques
tion of how many angels can stand on 
the point of a pin, but that does not 
interest me. The bold fact stands out 
that we cannot make this concession now 
for no more reason than has been urged, 
without giving away what we have stood 
for and fought for during all these years. 
I will vote with the Senators from the 
Wheat and Corn States for whatever they 
want, but let them stand for parity. If 
the wheat farmers have produced too 
much wheat, that is their lookout. 

I have very strong feelings with respect 
to the great and learned organizations 
which are saying, "But the -farmer will 
not lose anything." My God, _ most of 
the farmers do not have anything to 
lose. · 

Members of the Senate, I have not 
burdened the Senate with many speeches. 
I have sat in my seat and let this thing 
run until it seemed to me it is about to 
run· clear over the falls. I have fought 
relentlessly against any encroachment on 
parity. I do not want the Government 
to be paying me out of the Treasury the 
difference between what it is thought I . 
ought to have and what I receive in the 
market. I am under no obligation to 
anyone except to my country and to my
self. What I can get in the market 
ought to satisfy me. 

If cotton goes to 5 cents and is worth 
only 5 cents, and I am fool enough to 
continue to make it, I ought to receive 5 
cents, and not have the Government 
come in and say, "We are going to take a 
certain amount out of the taxes of the 
people and pay it to you." That is not 
right. Let all producers be on an equal
ity, and let them share and share alike 
in the market place. 

Mr. President, we sit here and discuss 
·whether we will permit certain bureaus 
of the Government to sell grain below 
what we think it is worth, and hear the 
foolish assertion made that the sale of 
125,000,000 bushels of wheat will open 
the way for 1,800,000,000 bushels. 

Mr. President, I may be like the man 
who was on the jury, which when it 
came in to make a report that it could 
not agree was asked by the judge why it 
could not reach a verdict. That man 
said, "Judge, there are 11 of the 
damndest fools on this jury that I ever 
saw. I can't get them to agree with 
me." [Laughter.] That may be my ' 
position, but God helping me, I am not 
going to turn around and eat my words 
and vote against a principle for which I 
have united with Senators from the corn
and wheat- and cotton-pi·oducing States, 
the principle of obtaining parity for 
agriculture. 

Mr. President, if we are not going to 
get parity, let us throw up our hands and 
quit. We have 125,000,000 bushels of 
wheat which it is proposed to· sell for 
feed-enough wheat for charity and 
enough for this and for that. I am sorry 
to see some of my good friends falling by 
the wayside. I do not know what has 
frightened them. I think perhaps a visit 
some of them made played the devil with 
them. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. A what? 
Mr .. SMITH. A certain visit the_y made. 

Mr. President. I have been in the Sen
ate for a long time. I have been here 
longer than I ought to have been here, 
but never, before the God who made me, 
have I gone back on what I have con
ceived to be a principle. What is now 
involved is a principle. If Senators are 
going to turn around like a set of whipped 
curs and run away from that principle 
and say "Yes; you can h&-ve 125,000,000 
bushels and sell them for certain specified 
purposes, but we will fix the price way 
below parity," go to it. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY obtained the floor. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield. 

. Mr. BARKLEY. The hour of adjourn
ment has arrived. Obviously we cannot 
complete action on the bill today. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am frank to say, 
Mr. President, that I think some of the 
remarks I intend to make may provoke 
a little discussion. Probably it will be 
difficult to finish this evening. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I should like to move 
that the Senate take a recess-at this time: 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. · Mr. President, if 
the Senator will withhold his motion, it 
is my understanding that the majority 
leader is about to move that the Senate 
take a recess, and that we shall meet to
morrow at noon and resume considera
tion of the pending measure? 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is correct~ 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. If there is no ob

jection, I shall resume the floor when the 
Senate meets tomorrow. 
LIMITATIONE: ON COST OF CONSTRUCTION 

OF ARMY AND NAVY LIVING QUAR
TERS 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, there 
are two measures on the calendar which 
have been reported from the Military Af
fairs Committee. They have been on the 
calendar for some time. We are ex.:. 
tremely anxious to have them passed. 

One of them relates to certain military 
structures which are now in operation, 
but which cannot be· completed unless a 
certain limitation is lifted. The matteJ: 

-bas been con-sidered by the Military Af
fairs Committee, and the measure has 
been favorably reported. 

If there is no objection, I should like 
to dispose of these two measures at this 
time. It will require only a moment. I 
have spoken to the minority leader. 
Some time ago, because proper explana
tion was not made, he objected to the 
consideration of these measures, and 
quite properly at the time. 

The other measure relates to the ap
pointment of cadets to the United States 
Military Academy at West Point. At the 
present time there are many vacancies, 
attributable to the fact that Members of 
Congress have not taken advantage of 
_the opportunity to fill vacancies. The 
bill has been passed by the House, and 
has been reported from the Committee 
on Military Affairs with an amendment. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, what 
are the numbers on the calendar? 
'Mr. REYNOLDS. Calendar No. 1088 

is Senate Joint Resolution 129, to remove 
.certain limitations on the cost of con
struction of Army and Navy living quar
ters; and Calendar No. 1394 is House bill 
6979, to authorize an increase of the 
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number of cadets at the United States 
Military Academy and to provide for 
maintaining the corps of cadets at au
thorized strength. 

With respect to Senate Joint Resolu
tion 129,. there is a limitation upon the 
construction of Army and Navy living 
quarters for officers and enlisted men. 
The limitation varies in different sec
tions, depending upon the location of the 
buildings and the terrain. In certain 
instances the establishments cannot be 
completed because the buildings which 
have been completed must be connected 
with gas lines, electric lines, or sewer 
lines. The War Department has made a 
very reasonable explanation. The com
mittee has unanimouslY reported the 
joint resolution favorably. The Sena
tor from Vermont [Mr. AusTIN] and the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL] are 
present in the Chamber. I am confident 
that they will both recall the testimony 
of the Army officers. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have 
no objection to the consideration of the 
joint resolution provided it will not re
quire much time. The other measure 
may lead to some discussion. The West 
Point _bill had probably better go over 
until tomorrow. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, the West 
Point bill has passed the Senate. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. That is correct. 
Mr. HILL. The Senate passed a bill, 

which went to the House. About the 
time the Senate passed the Senate bill, 
the House passed its own bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That frequently oc
curs. A bill passed in the House will 
meet under the dome a bill passed in 
the Senate, and one will say to the other, 
"Let me by this time, and I will let you 
by the next time." [Laughter .J 

Mr. HILL.· Mr. President, the Senator 
from North Carolina is asking for the 
passage of the House bill with an amend
ment in the identical language of the 
Senate bill which the Senate passed a 
few days ago. 

Mr. BARKLEY. · Under those condi
tions, I have no objection to either meas
ure. 

Mr. McNARY. I do not recall that the 
two measures were objected to on the 
regular call of the calendar some weeks 
ago. 

Mr. BARKLEY. They were not called. 
Mr. McNARY. Personally I see no 

objection. Any Senator who may object 
can move to reconsider tomorrow. So 
long as there is an emergency, as stated 
by the Senator from North Carolina, I 
have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
Senate Joint Resolution 129? 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution <S. J. Res. 129) to remove cer
tain limitations on the cost of construc
tion of Army and Navy living quarters 
was considered, ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: · 

Resolved, etc., That limitations heretofore 
or hereafter placed upon the cost of con
struction of quarters for commissioned offi
cers, commissioned warrant or warrant offi
cers, and enlisted men of the Army and Navy 
shall not be construed to prohibit or exclude 
additional expenditures for equipment and 

work outside of such quarters, including, but 
not limited to, providing for the furnishing 
of electricity, gas, water, sewage disposal, and 
for roads, walks, grading, and drainage. 

INCREASE IN NUMBER OF CADETS AT 
UNITED STATES MILITARY ACADEMY 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, I 
now ask that the Senate proceed to con
sider House bill 6979, to authorize an 
increase in the number of cadets at the 

. United States Military Academy. 
There being ho objection, the Senate 

proceeded to consider the bill <H. R. 
6979) to authorize an increase of the 
number of cadets at the United States 
Military Academy and to provide for 
maintaining the corps of cadets at 
authorized strength, which had been 
reported from the Committee on Mili
tary Affairs with an amendment, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and in lieu thereof to insert: 

That, on and after July 1, 1942, there shall 
be allowed at the United States Military 
Academy four cadets for each Senator, Rep
resentative, Delegate in Congress, and the 
Resident" Commissioner from Puerto Rico, 
six for the District of Columbia, and two 
cadets to be selected by the Governor of the 
Panama Canal from among the sons of ciVil
ians residing in the Canal Zone and the sons 
of civilian personnel of the United States · 
Government and the Panama Railroad Co. 
residing in the Republic of Panama, in addi
tion to the number now authorized to be 
appointed from the United States at large, 
and from the enlisted men of the Regular 
Army and National Guard, and from the sons 
of deceased officers, soldiers, sailors, and 
marines. 

SEc. 2. When on the date of admission of a 
new class the total number of cadets is be
low the number authorized, the Secretary of 
War may bring the corps of cadets to full 
strength by appointing qualified alternates 
and candidates recommended by the aca
demic board, two-thirds thereof from quali
fied alternates a.nd one-third thereof from 
qualified candidates: Provided, That any ap
pointment made under this section shall be 
an additional appointment and shall not 
constitute an appointment otherwise author
ized by law. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, the commit
tee amendment is the identical language 
of the Senate bill passed by the Senate 
several dayr.> ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The amendment was ordered to be en

grossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time, and 
passed. 
STUDY AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE SMALL 

AIRPLANE 

Mr. REYNOWS. Mr. President, I 
should like to read a letter which I have 
received. It is very brief: 

AIR FACTS, 
New Yorlr., N.Y., May 4, 1_942. 

Hon. ROBERT R. REYNOLDS, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SIR: As chairman of the Senate Mili

tary Affairs Committee, I believe you Will be 
interested in giving consideration to the fact 
that the proper study and development of the 
small airplane as both a weapon and impor
tant unit in the auxiliary air services is being 
almost wholly neglected. 

Many of us in aviation feel that this is a 
serious defect in our war effort; that, in fact, 
the small airplane is a vital link in air power. 

In the editorial beginning on page 5 of the 
enclosed issue of Air Facts the case for and 
against the small airplane is set down at some 
length. 

Could you possibly find time to review this? 
we must be the first to learn to use air 

power decisivf>ly. 
Most truly, 

LEIGHTON COLLINS, Editor, 

I have read the editorial with a great 
deal of interest. In view of the fact that 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS], a 
member of the Military Affairs Commit
tee, is mentioned in the opening para
graph of the editorial, I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the RECORD 
as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

XIF-1 

In presenting the Frank M. Hawks Me
morial Award of Air Service Post 501 of the 
American Legion to Mr. Thomas H: Beck of 
Collier's recently, Senator Thomas of Utah, 
a member of the Senate Military Affairs Com
mittee, made a very interesting point of the 
fact tbat among pilots we have no counter
part of the suggestion box which is doing 
such wonders in speeding up production in 
factories all over the country. He was in
clined to urge that aviation people should 
accept the responsibility to think through 
this thing of how we are going to win the 
war, what new strategy, what new tactical 
principle, what new adaptation of the air
plane will put us ahead long enough to turn 
the tide before an effective defense can be 
set up. Wars usually begin to be won only 
after such a turn, usually a rather imagina
tive one at first. 

Tl;le assertions and confidence of laymen 
about military matters is, of course, largely 
proportional to their lack of information. 
But as among us pilots, this is anybody's 
war-that is as to ideas-for there are no 
experts yet. The game is too new. The 
adaptation of the modern airplane to military 
uses is still in its infancy. For that reason 
the thousands of pilots who are today ear
nestly talking new ideas are not talking out 
of turn, or simply sawing on the Government 
for want of something better to do. They 
~re performing a useful function in giving 
Impetus to any idea which their particular 
background of experience brings forth, for 
who else has the benefit of that particular ex
perience and consequently that particular 
viewpoint? Out of every thousand or so such 
~deas one will be sound, will lean intuitively 
mto the future, will find its place in the war 
effort. 

Thus to build an idea box on how to win 
this war among this audience of pilots. 

II 

Our tendency today seems to be to think 
maybe too much in terms o! the strength of 
air power and too little in terms of its weak
nesses. Unquestionably the war has demon
strated a good deal of both, in fact enough 
for us to pause to think of just what air 
power will and what it will not do. 

In listing some of the evidence of the 
strength of air power you would probably 
start off with the relentlessness of the Stukas 
in the fall of France; the part played by light 
observation planes as they guided the racing 
armored divisions through Poland; the trans
portation of troops into Norway by air; and 
again the Stukas in Greece. 

Even more spectacular are the accomplish
ments of air power at sea: the Bismarck, Pearl 
Harbor, the Repulse, the Prince of Wales, the 
Dorsetshire, and Cornwall, the carrier Hermes, 
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the-Haruna, General MacArthur's squadron of · 
two P-40's each with a 500-pound bomb car
ried in a home-made rack. 

But there are also evidences of the weak
ness of air power. England has built up an 
air force under constant bombardment, 
equipped an army prepared to fight. What 
then has Germany gotten for the man-hours 
of labor and materials and men which have 
brought forth only a disheveled but stronger 
England? And now, with a sufficient concen
tration of antiaircraft and fighter planes for 
defense, the raids over England have even 
become comparatively infrequent. Actually · 
Germany may have weakened herself by this 
use of air power. May we not then well ask 

. whether long-range, or even short-range 
. bombing can alone ever bring a decision? It 

appears, in fact, to be unprofitable beyond a 
certain point. . 

The reason that the profitableness of 
bombing can properly come into question at 

. some point is that you cannot·pass off lightly 
the fact that a four-motored bomber repre- . 
sents around 300,000 man-hours of labor not 
to mention a great deal in the way of critical 
materials. If you lose 10 su~h units a day 
over all the world's battle fronts it means 
525,000 people must work 40 hours a week to 
furnish replacements. Maybe the primary 
value of the long-range heavy bomber is in 
hit-and-run raids, and to keep heavy naval 
forces far enough out at sea to become prey 
to the aircraft carrier and the torpedo plane. 
Maybe it is not something which can be used 
profitably on heavily defended areas at all. 
Could we finally suffer from having too many 
heavy bombers and too few something els-e? 

Maybe no one really knows. But in re
viewing thus briefly both the strength and 
the weakness of air power one thing does 
stand out. In the theaters where air power 
has scored decisively it worked in conjunc
tion with either naval or land units. That 
suggests that our real problem in the effective 
use of air power is always one of coordina
tion and adaptation. It seems that our ex
periences to date reveal that we have coor
dinated air power with naval forces and the 
aircraft carrier much better than we have 
coordinated it with land operations. On the 
battlefield of Russia, for instance, where the 
final outcome of the war has doubtless been 
more definitely shapzd .than anywhere else, 
air power seems to have been deficient. 
Maybe it was from lack of equipment for 
sustained operations along a 2,000-mile front, 
or maybe it was from something else. But 
looking back at France, and Poland, and 
Greece it can be seen that where the airplane 
h as delivered in land operations so far it has 
done so because it was turned to fit the 
needs of the ground forces. 

About a year ago someone wrote a forceful 
article giving point to the fact that all wars 
are finally won by a man with a knife in his 
hand, that all else is simply preparatory to 
pis final effectiveness. Certainly artillery is 
not decisive without the charge, nor does it 
appear that high altitude fighting, indiscrim
inate bombing, or air raids in general will be 
except insofar as th~y are eventually tied in 
directly with ·the movement of ground forces. 
There is no sweeter morsel than the bombing 
of Tokyo, but after such a barrage we still 
have our war to win and must face the fact 
that air power 's decisiveness will grow out of 
and only out of adapting the airplane better 
and better to the needs of the man with a 
knife in his hand. 1\ir power's greatest 
weakness lies, in fact, in a failure to do that 
for the reason that it is too 'costly a weapon 
to use indecisively. 

III 

We have only four things with which we 
can win this war: Man-hours or labor, ma
terials, fighting men, leadership. There are 
definite limitations on the first three of these 
items, especially the first two. We are prone 
to overlook that fact because in thinking of 
ourselves as a wealthy nation we forget that 

· our wealth was in· terms of what-money would 
. buy in peacetime. That money is not any • 
. good today, in fact does not exist. We now 

have only man-hours and materials as our 
. currency and not so much of it but that 

every unit of it must be used with full reali
zation of how desperately valuable it is. 

It is for such reasons of man-hour and ma
terials economy, as well as effectiveness, that 
those of us who know small airplanes best 
feel so strongly that we are doing something 
dangerous in neglecting to adapt and coor
dinate fully the small airplane to the needs 

· of the ground forces. There is, of course, 
some question as to just how potent a weapon 
the small airplane might turn out to be. It 
may or may not be potent. Military people 

. say not, that is the older ones, But that is 
not the important thing at the moment. 
The important thing is that the military de
velopment of the small airplane is now being 

· almost wholly neglected and that such neg
lect is not based on either experiment or 
established fact. The real trouble is that in 
making its military debut the small airplane 
is up against the same thing it was when it 
first reached the commercial market: There 
is a psychological resistance to it. 

There was a time when the salesmen of 
small airplanes were actually run off air
ports by commercial operators . . 'J;he small 
airplane threatened their investment in ex
pensive equipment. Equally objectionable to 
them was the fact that the small airplane 
also tended to depreciate the importance of 
their professicn, or at least they felt that 
way. . 

In the military field the latter factor is 
operative against the small airplane. And 
there are others. There is the psychological 
factor that size and sound relate themselves 
in our minds with strength and ferocity. 
We instinctively want the highest power~d. 
the fastest, the heaviest gunned, the loudest 
airplane which can be made-to simply blow 
hell out of them with. You can understand, 
too, that from both the standpoint of emo
tional satisfaction as well as a career an A/ C 

- would rather dream of being the pilot of a 
Thunderbolt or a B-24 or the commanding 
officer of a force of such airplanes than 
similarly connected with small airplanes. 
The analogy in the Navy would be a midship
man's dream of commanding the largest, most 
powerful, most heavily gunned, most heavily . 
armored, most unsinkable battleship ever 
built. 

Naturally those in the high councils fall 
under the same burden of the race in trying 
to think obje:::tively. Yet, it was a mosquito 
boat which teak General MacArthur out of 
Bataan when the mightiest battleship afloat 
could not have gotten him out. 

The psycho_ogical resistance to the small 
airplane makes itself evident in even as pri
mary a situation as th::.t of flight training. 
An official inquiry would bring forth a wealth 
of expert testimony that the small airplanes 
do not make good pilots, that to fly hot stuff 
a man should start on and come up on heavy 
equipment. Actually, that simply is not 
true . What were once small-plane pilots are 
flying air liners today; American small-plane 
pilots who went to the Royal Air Force early 
in the war were fighting with Spitfires in 6 
weeks; some of the most precise and deft fly
ing of our pursuit ships today is being done 
by ferry pilots who were small-plane pilots 
until they went through a check flight in a 
PT, then a BT, and some of them an AT. 
Today it is a truism that it is not what a 
pilot learns on but how he is taught. 

Here is the real meaning of small plane 
versus heavy plane in primary training. The 
small trainer represents 400 man-hours of 
labor and a correspondingly small amount of 
materials. The usual PT represents around 
4,000 man-hours of labor and much more in 
the way of materials, especially critical ma
terials . Then in use you have, due to the 
phenomenal dependability and ruggedness of 
the small engines, only about one-twentieth 

of the need for mechanics · for maintenance 
purposes. as you have in connection with 

. heavy trainers. The heavy trainers will, of 
course, still be needed, and in great numbers, 
for acrobatics and transition . 

The difference in man-hours and materials 
in starting out on small planes is not just a 
minor point. Half of those who start are 
washed out anyhow, so that is all lost. Of 
those who do get through, certainly not one 
cf them is gaining anything in ability by hav
ing been trained at a needless loss of man
hours and materials which could have just 
as well gone into fighting equipment. 

You can even go a step further and consider 
that something like the Culver, still close to 
the 400 man-hour level, could be used just as 
well as not as an. initial basic trainer, where 
you would have an even larger man-hour and 
material saving. Actually around 90 percent. 

. And fuel and its transportation and produc
tion also enter the picture: Five gallons an 
hour against 35. And oil. And tires. And 
critical materials, the Culver being primarily 
a wooden airplane. Were we a rich nation 
it would not matter, but we are not. 

Training, however, is only one possible mili
tary function of the small airplane. Already 
some excellent ambulance adaptat~ons are 
being demonstrated by the manufacturers on 
their own initiative. Already, somewhat un
der duress of the Artillery, a good many small 
planes have been acquired for liaison and 
observation work . . Some say they will not be 
used under service conditions and some say 
they will. But at least they are as expendable 
as the much more expensive mechanical units 
with which they work. Would it not be 
cheaper to lose a few readily replaceable small 
planes of this type each day than at the end 
of a we€k lose a whole mechanized division 
from simply having driven headlong into a 
trap? And certainly the small 400 man-hour 
observation plane is no more defenseless than 
its 10.000 man-hour equally slow predecessor. 

The question of vulnerability of low-flying 
small planes, however, does not enter into 
their use for off-shore patrol, and by now 
most everyone has had his say about that. 
But just to show how far ideas can go once 
they start kicking around, a further innova

. tion of the patrol idea down in Florida was 
to have a small plane circle each coastwise 
tanker for a few hours and then have another 
small plane come out from a shore base and 
take over, and so on. The cost of such con
voying would be trivial. The question is 
whether it would be effective. Among other 
things, no one has said just why these small 
planes cannot carry at least a 100 pound depth 
charge. At any rate, an oil company has 
made a contract with a small seaplane owner 
to circle one of its tankers all the way up 
the coast and to put in each night with the 
tank·er at some port. For the man-hour cost 
at which the military would provide this same 
protection for just one trip you could build an 
additional 50 to 100 small seaplanes. Nor 
has there been any mention yet of small plane 
carriers from converted freighters for really 
intensive anti-submarine patrol, or whatever 
else the small plane might become adaptable 
to at sea. Remember always: wherever they 
can serve they release vital man-hours and 
materials for more decisive operations. 

Another point at which the small airplane 
has been left out in the cold is in connection 
with the need of troop transports, a field in 
which it might prove especially adaptable. 
In that connection a lot is being said about 
troop-carrying gliders. Somehow it seems 
that a 12-place 120' wingspread glider limited 
to a 100-miles-per-hour towing speed is not 
something that is going too far as a weapon. 
The large wingspread alone seems incon
gruous with the avowed purpose of going into 
small places. On the other hand, it seems 
that trailer planes might he on the target if 
something must be pulled. If you threw 
the engine, gas tanks, and related accessories. 
out of a standard Beechcraft bi-plane you 
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would have an eight place trailer plane which 
could be towed fast and could get down on 
a road at a reasonable speed. But why jump 
the small plane entirely all the way to trailer 
planes and gliders? 

Just one of our small-plane factories could 
have since last December built by now 2,000 
500-man-hour 100 miles per h1.mr 3-place 
troop carriers You cannot build a 12-place 
glider on 2,000 man-hours of labor, besides the 
small planes can come back under their own 
power and shuttle. They have Commando 
raids with naval and air protection and u se 
open barges. Why couldn't there be air
borne Commando raids to interior points with 
air protection? This sort of thing would be 
fitting the airplane more into the hand of 
the man who eventually wins wars. And, 
mind you, these 2,000 small troop. carriers 
mentioned would represent a man hour in
vestment equivalent to that of only 3Ya four
engine bomber~. Also mentionable is the 
fact that these 2,000 small troop carriers 
could move 1,000,000 pounds of cargo 100 
miles per hour any time they were called 
upon. You can't do that with 3Ya four
engine bombers. 

It would be a fair question to ask how 
small ships could be gotten to where they 
would likely be used in actual service. T~e 
solution to that problem seems to be no dif
ferent than gett ing pursuit planes across. 
You simply can't expect to. float airplanes 
across, for that will never get them there in 
numbers in .time. At least there is behind 
us the fact that a man named Jones flew an 
Aeronca Chief nonstop from Los Angeles to 
New York several years ago. Even 3 light 
plane carriers spaced between Brazil and 
Africa to be used as refuP.ling bases would 
mean only 500 miles in a jump, and there 
are no better engines than the small ones. 

IV 

The most vital thing to find out about the 
small airplane, though, is whether it can be 
made into a weapon. If it can, it may be the 
most important airplane of all, because it can 
be made to fit more closely than any other 
int'l the needs and problems of the ground 
forces. Behind the artillery power of the 
heavy bomber, behind the 16-inch never
used guns of the fleet, behind something 
must come the man. The small plane can go 
with him. It can be a form of cavalry of the 
air When he advances it can provide an 
overhead flank attack. Or it can attack from 
behind. Essentially it is cavalry which has 
become free of the. ground , the flexibility and 
striking power of which even on the ground 
has often turned the tides of history. 

Is the small plane a potential assault 
weapon? It would be subject to air attack, 
but its field of operation would be up to only 
100 feet and it would never go over the enemy 
lines except when coordinated with an advance 
of the ground units it was supporting. It 
would therefore have protection .from the 
ground most of the time. If a high-speed ship 
should dive at it, the former would have to 
start pulling out before it got within range. 
else it would strike the ground. If the fast 
ship came in level and fast, it would still be 
subject to ground fire and at the same time 
would be robbed of its maneuverability, for 
you are simply in a groove at three to four 
hundred miles an hour and can get out of it 
only very slowly. If the fast ship came in 
slow. it would get licked, for it is clumsy. 

Even so, cavalry losses often run high. In 
some of the most decisive cavalry charges in 
history losses ran to 50 percent, but they 
often meant the beginning of the end of ,a 
war. The thing we must get over is the fact 
that 1 pilot can be lost halfway around the 
world and be written up in every newspaper 
ln the country, whereas the public never 
knows the name of even 1 of the 500 infan
trymen lost fighting on the ground below him 
durlng the same afternoon. There is not that 

disparity-in fact, any disparity-in what 
they are doing, and the fact there even ap
pears to be any is merely evidence of how 
oddly we sometimes act only on mention of 
the word "airplane." Around this psychic 
phenomena might also lie the real reasons for 
much of our failure to put the airplane in the 
hands of the man on the ground. But look
ing at it from the soldier's standpoint, if he 
is riding 30 miles an hour in a jeep and is 
under fire, or is running afoot in . a charge, 
he would not turn down a chance to move up 
50 feet and fly 100 .to 150 miles per hour. 
There is as big a gap today between him and 
air power as there is between crop dusting 
and the operator of an air line. Yet both 
are essential. 

Many of the questions as to the combat 
pot entialities of the small airplane are, of 
course, open to argument. So long, however, 
as there is no real proof either way, it does 
seem a pity that rather than having the 
small airplane m0re or less persona non grata 
with the military and having it force its way 
into their thinking in overdemonstrated merit 
in small ways, it should. be taken hold of 
vigot::ously, experimented with, and, if pos
sible, forged into a weapon which may have a 
vital place in the final turn of the tide. If it 
is a weapon, it has the advantage of being 
adaptable to easily and quickly trained pilots 
(it could be spin proof) -and certainly it 
would be no trick to be soon turning out 
thousands of them a month as needed. 
Otherwise we might exhaust our productive 
capacity in building 5,000 a month of some
thing which would still leave us with a war 
to win simply for the reason that it cannot 
work closely enough to the ground soldier. 
The small plane in war paint obviously would 
not supplant any present type equipment 
such as fighter planes, interceptor planes, 
medium or heavy bombers. They are just as 
necessary as ever and for the same good rea
sons. That, however, should not obscure the 
fact that the function of the small plane is to 
perform a job which the large plane cannot 
do. and which apparently must be done if we 
are ever to end a war of air attrition. 

L. C. 

USE OF AUTOMOBILES IN THE PROSECU
TION OF THE WAR 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, none 
of our domestic problems is of more seri
ous concern at the moment than that of 
maintaining adequate transportation. 
The present furor over gasoline rationing 
is evidence enough of the vital part the 
automobile has in the war effort. It is 
the opinion of competent authorities that 
a great number of present vehicles must 
be maintained for war production and es
sential civilian life. We could expect a 
greater degree of public appreciation of 
conditions and public cooperation if there 
were not such widespread confusion. An 
organization which is dealing realistically 
with the problem of automotive transpor
tation in the face of the very critical 
rubber situation and the shortage of gas
oline supplies in the East is the American 
Automobile Association. It is the opinion 
of the American Automobile Association 
that if statements giving the public the 
real picture as it exists were emanating 
from an authoritative source much of the 
current confusion would be eliminated. 

The executive committee of the Ameri
can Automobile Association Plet in 
Washington last .week. The committee 
was given factual information by Joseph 
B. Eastman, Director, Office of Defense 
Transportation; Arthur B. Newhall, Co
ordinator of Rubber; and Ralph K. 

Davies, Deputy Petroleum Coordinator. 
The committee is composed of Thomas 
P. Henry, president of the A. A. A.; How
ard W. Hughes, president of the Pennsyl
vania Motor Federation, Pennsylvania; 
Henry J. Brunnier, California State Auto
mobile Association, California; William 
G. Bryant, Automobile Club of Michigan, 
Michigan; Paul J. Gnau, president of the 
Ohio State Automobile Association, 
Ohio; Charles M. Hayes, president of the 
Chicago Motor Club, Illinois; Matt F. 
Morse, president of the Automobile Club 
of St. Louis, Missouri; Arthur D. Smith, 
Automobile Club of Philadelphia, Penn
sylvania; Clarence Werthan, Rocky 
Mountain Motorists Association, Colo
rado; John H. Wright, president of the 
Jamestown Automobile Club, New York; 
John L. Young, managing director, Cleve
land Automobile Club, Ohio; and Edgar 
F. Zelle, vice president of the Minnesota 
State Automobile Association, Minnesota. 

At the conclusion of its sessions the 
committee issued a highly constructive 
statement of policy, which I ask unani
·mous consent to insert in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF 

THE AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION, 
MAY 16, 1942 

There is accumulating .from day to day 
overwhelming evidence that America's fleet 
of 28,500,000 passenger cars will be called 
upon to play a vital role in connection with 
the effective prosecution of the war and the 
maintenance of a sound civilian economy 
back of the war effort. 

Up to the present time it does not appear 
that some of the policy makers in Govern
ment have had a clear appreciation of the 
importance of the automobile. This was in
dicated by constant references to pleasure 
cars, which, as a matter of fact, are things 
of the past. 

To the ext~nt that some policy makers have 
made this mistake, they have overlooked the 
fact that this Nation, over a quarter of a cen
tury, has built up a social and economic sys
tem centering largely around the passenger 
automobile, and that violent disruption of its 
use would bring disastrous consequences. 

From now on it is of the most urgent im
portance that all governmental agencies 
which have a responsibility for transportation 
efficiency should concentrate their attention 
on maintaining in necessary and useful serv
ice as many passenger cars as possible. The 
demobilization of any great number of pas
senger cars would place a tremendous bur
den on mass transportation facilities. These 
facilities cannot be greatly expanded, due to. 
scarcity of critical materials. Thus, a break
down in passenger-car use would inevitably 
retard war production, demoralize our civilian 
economy, and hamper the whole war effort. 
Nor must it be forgotten that State reve
nues, particularly as they affect road building, 
maintenance, and bond issues, are almost 
wholly dependent on the taxes paid by 
motorists. 

It is incumbent upon every owner of a 
passenger car in America to use the car as a 
public trust, to conserve the vehicle and the 
tires so that their life and usefulness can 
be extended for the duration of the emer
gency. But public cooperation in a conser
vation program can only be had if the 
motorists understand what· is expected of 
them and if Government gives them a clear 
picture of the shortages th~t exist in critical 
materials. 
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Unfortunately, untold damage has been 

done to the cause of conservation by a welter 
of conflicting statements emanating from 
Government officials as to actual shortage 
conditions pertaining to rubber and gasoline. 
The country is today in an utter state of 
confusion .as to shortages, rationing objec
tives, and rationing inequities. It is im
perative that Government give the people a 
consistent story as to the facts and that the 
telling of it be not left to subordinates but 
come from the people vested with authority, 
if necessary, the President of the United 
States. 

The Chief Executive should natura1ly have 
the power, if he does not already have it, to 
acquire any and all instrumentalities of 
transportation in the interest of efficient 
prosecution of the war, and this includes 
passenger automobiles. But it should be 
made clear that this wartime power would 
be exercised by the President and his re
sponsible agents only when it is absolutely 
necessary, and that the objective . be not 
merely to accumulate a mammoth pool of 
automobiles to be kept in idleness to meet a 
demand that may never eventuate. 

The motorists of the country are perfectly 
willing to assign their vehicles for war pur
poses when they are needed. In the mean
time there should be an end to threats of 
confiscation and commandeering, the only 
effect of which has been to cause millions of 
people to question the value of conserving 
property that might be taken from them 
overnight. · 

Confiscation of automobiles has been 
widely publicized· as a means of enforcing 
a proposed Federal speed limit of 40 miles 
an hour. There is every reason for lower 
speed limits on the highways as a means of 
conservation, but this is being secured in 
substantial m easure now through a unique 
degree of motorists' cooperation and through 
State action. The need for a Federal statute 
which would be all but unenforceable and 
with such a penalty as is proposed is highly 
questionable. • 

If it be the policy of the Government, as 
it should be, to maintain as ~any parosenger 
cars as possible in service, it naturally fol-

· lows that the needs of these cars should 
be related to the plans of the Government 
a.s regards rubber. Specifically, the syn
thetic rubber program should be extended 
as a bulwark against the day when conserva
tion as such is not enough to maintain an 
adequacy of passenger-car transportation. 

The Government should inaugurate an 
aggressive campaign for the collection of 
enormous quantities of scrap rubber, for the 
lack of which the reclaiming plants are faced 
with a shut-down in a few months. Sim
ilarly, it should be made clear that once a 
formula for essential use is developed, ex
isting stocks of tires will be rationed out on 
the most liberal basis that a prudent re
gard for the future will permit, and not 
held for 8 years or more as the public is now 
being told. Inequities in tire-rationing reg
ulations should be speedily removed and 
steps should be taken to get into circulation 
the enormous number of used tires that are 
now frozen because of established price ceil
ings. Inventories of tire stocks, new and 
used, should be completed and made public 
as an essential part of the information the 
people should have to understand the rubber 
situation 

As regards gasoline, in spite of the short
age on the Atlantic seaboard, a commendable 
effort has been made to supply this area with 
gasoline through the development of over
land and safe water transportation. It is 
now clear that because of military require
ments, we cannot dep~nd upon the tanker 
fieet. The time has come for the policy 
Il}.akers to consider again the w:.sdom of pro
viding materials for a pipe line that would 

bring petroleum supplies up to essential re
quirements into an area of the country which 
is called upon to play an outstanding role 
in the industrial war effort. Immediate at
tention should also be given to the petroleum 
requirements for the Pacific Northwest. 

In the event that gasoline rationing on a 
Nation-wide scale is considered, the ques
tion should be approached from the stand
point of an over-all policy closely related to 
a program of vehicle and rubber conserva
tion and not as a measure of economic 
repression. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. McKELLAR. I move that the 
Senate proceed to consider executive 
business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 
EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee 
on Post Offices and Post Roads, reported 
favorably the nominations of several 
postmasters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MuR
DOCK in the chair). If there be no fur
ther reports of committees, the clerk 
will state the nominations on the Execu
tive Calendar. 

POSTMASTERS 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations of postmasters. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask that the nom
inations of postmasters be confirmed en 
bloc, and that the President be imme
diately notified. 

'fhe PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations are confirmed 
en bloc; and, without objection, the Pres

. ident will be immediately notified. 
That completes the Executive Calendar. 

RECESS 

Mr. McKELLAR. As in legislative 
session, I move that the Senate take a 
recess until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 
o'clock and 30 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednesday, 
May 20, 1942, at 12 o'clock noon. 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate May 19 (legislative day of May 
15, 1942): 

POSTMASTERS 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Eva Fitzpatrick, Allerton. 
Amy A. Hawks, Bolton. 
Clarence R. Halloran, Framingham. 
Mildred D. O'Neil, Hyannis Port. 
John E. Roche, Orange. 
John R. Parker, Rockland. 
Rosella Webb, South Lincoln. 
John J. Easton, South Walpole. 
Mary E. Joseph, Truro. 
Nellie G. McDonald, Ward Hill. 
Felix A. Dalmas, Wellfleet. 
Roger W. Cahoon, Jr., West Harwich. 
John T. Sheehan, Worcester. 

MISSOURI 
Alexander W. Graham, Ka~sas City. 
Fred King, Queen City. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
J. Edward Meyer, Mobridge. 
George D. Blake, Spearfish. 

TENNESSEE 
LiUian G. Freemon, Leoma. 
William S. Fields, Milan. 
James H. Davenpo.rt, Soddy. 
Phil W. Campl;lell, Tiptonville. 
Floyd Mitchell , Tullahoma. 
James K. St. Clair, White Bluff. 

TEXAS 
I .. J. Burns, Brady. 
Joseph Morris Woolsey, Yoakum. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
TUESDAY, MAY 19, 1942 

'I'he House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Mont

gomery, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: ' 

0 God of our fathers, refresh Thy peo
ple on their toilsome way that their lives 
may be filled with patience and faith. 0 
look upon the mass of human suffering 
and imperfection which mutely cries unt~ 
Thee; let their unworded pains break 
forth into the music of that €tcr_lal hope 
which never dies. Grant thc-Jt the chasm 
between the poor and the rich, the for
tunate and the enslav€d, may soon be 
lessened, giving vision hours in which 
sacrifice is transfigured and man every
where is lifted up to behold the possibili-
ties of human life. · 

Mercifully look upon our historic in
stitutions and blot out all strife, all an
tagonisms, that they may not surge 
through the arteries of our national life. 
Cleanse all hearts of the spirit of s€lfish
ness, and grant that their dim and en
tangled threads may be unraveled in the 
clear light of day. Disarm all fears and 
discouragements, blessed Lord, and give 
hidden power to the souls of men. Our 
country 'tis of Thee, sweet land of liberty, 
for thee we pray, and may we lay our 
very lives, clean -and spotless, on the altar 
of human freedom. For the love of Thine 
only Son, our Saviour. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced 
that the Senat€ had adopted the follow
ing resolution: 

Senate Resolution 252 
IN THE SENATE OF ·THE UNITED STATES, 

May 18 (legislative day May 15), 1942. 
Resolved, That the Senate has heard with 

profound sorrow the announcement of the 
death of Hon. PATRICK J. BoLAND, late a Rep
resentative from the State of Pennsylvania. 

Resolved, That a committee of two Senators 
be appointed py the Vice President to join the 
committee appointed on the part of the House 
of Representatives to attend the funeral of 
the deceased Representative. 

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate 
these resolutions to the House of Represent
atives and transmit a copy thereof to the 
family of the deceased. 

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect 
to the memory of the deceased the Senate do 
now take a recess until 12 o'clock noon to
morrow. 

The message also announced that pur
suant to the provisions of the above reso
lution, the Vice President appointed Mr. 
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